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CAPITAL 



INTRODUCTION 


The system of economic thought founded by Karl 
Marx differs profoundly from the economics which are 
taught in British and American universities to-day. 

This fact is well known. But it is often supposed 
that the two systems differ in that they provide different 
answers to the same questions. This, however, is not 
so. The fact is that they ask different questions. 
Hence it is only natural diat they should arrive at 
different answers. Marx set out upon a basically 
different inquiry from diat which any other economist 
had ever undertaken. Until this fact is reaHzed no 
comprehension of his work is possible. 

The economists, Adam Smith and Ricardo in Eng- 
land, and the French physiocrats, who foxmded non- 
Marxist economic science, Hved at the end of the 
1 8th and tlie beginning of the 19th centuries. Now 
these great men lived under an economic system 
which was only partially capitalist. They hved under 
what was called the mercantile, or mercantihst, system. 
Tins system was tire last of a series of economic arrange- 
ments, each of winch represented a transition stage in 
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die long and confused process by which feudalism 
was transformed into capitalism. 

The essential characteristic of the mercantilist system 
was that both industry and trade were regulated by a 
most elaborate series of laws and rules. Not only was 
foreign trade regulated by all manner of tariffs and 
other provisos (of which the Navigation Acts were 
typical), but home production was controlled by laws, 
which frequendy laid down the wages which em- 
ployers must pay, the hours which they could work 
their employees, and, in many cases, the price at which 
they must sell their goods. The message of the 
economists was that all these regulations had become 
unnecessary and indeed pernicious. Sweep them 
all away, the economists advised the statesmen of 
their day. Allow the employers to hire labour on 
any conditions they like, and to sell dieir goods at 
any price they can get, and (as Adam Smith put it) 
the wealth of nations will be enormously increased. 

Now this demand of the economists amounted, in 
the circumstances of the time, to nothing less than the 
demand that modem capitalism should established. 
Thus non-Marxist economic thought was originally, 
and has in essence remained, a criticism of pre- 
capitalist conditions and a demand for the establish- 
ment of My developed capitalism. The economic 
science taught in our universities still has tins char- 
acter. For, although capitalism has been long ago 
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established, it is still necessary for the economists 
continually to explain to people what are its essential 
principles. And the basic principle of capitalism, 
which the economists are still engaged in emphasizing, 
is die principle of non-interference with the capitalists 
(z.e. diose people who own the means of production), 
so that they should be allowed to buy and sell as they 
please. Above all, say the economists, it is necessary 
diat the capitalists should be allowed to buy the 
ability to labour of the non-capitalists on any con- 
ditions they like. (The reader can easily verify the 
assertion that the message of our economists is still 
in essence what it was in the days of Adam Smith by 
picking up one of their latest books, such, for example, 
as the treatises of Professor Robbins of London 
University, one of the most brilHant of the younger 
men.) 

Now the essential thing to realize, when one comes 
to read Marx^'s works, is that he is engaged on a different 
inquiry. He is not intent to show what are the con- 
ditions necessary to the functioning of the capitalist 
system. In a sense he starts where the other econo- 
mists leave off. In a sense he takes for granted that 
fully developed capitalism has already been established. 
What Marx is interested in is not to show the ad- 
vantages of capitalism over pre-capitalist conditions, 
as Adam Smith and Ricardo did, or to defend capital- 
ism against any tendency to re-introduce pre-capitalist 
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regulations and interferences, as modem non-Marxist 
economists do ; what Marx is interested in is to 
investigate the question of what will be the economic, 
social, and poHtical consequences of organizing a 
community’s economic life on this new basis of fully 
established capitalism. His conclusion is that although 
for a definite historical period this economic system 
win enjoy great success, that although it will serve 
a great purpose by industrializing the world, yet in 
the end it will create disastrous and intolerable con- 
ditions for the immense majority of the commmiity. 
Hence he concludes that just as pre-capitalist con- 
ditions had to give way to capitalism, so capitalism 
must, in its turn, give way to a new economic system, 
which he called socialism. In a word, just as non- 
Marxist economics are a criticism of pre-capitalist 
conditions and a demand for capitalism, so Marxist 
economics are a criticism of capitalism and a demand 
for socialism. Once the reader has realized this 
fimdamental difference in the nature of the inquiries, 
he or she should not have any great difficulty in 
understanding the basic nature of both. But unless 
he understands this difference, he is almost bound 
to become seriously confused. 

This book is an abridgment of Marx’s principal 
work. Capital. The reader must understand drat it 
has been possible to include only a very small part of 



Introduction 


this enormous work. Capital is in three volumes, of 
which the first contains some 850 pages, the second 
some 600, and the third over 1,000 pages. The ex- 
tracts in this book take up only 150 pages, all in the 
first volume. Hence the reader must not suppose that 
by reading this book he can achieve a full understand- 
ing of Marxist economics. I believe, however, that 
it has been possible to select extracts which may serve 
as a useful introduction to the study of Marx’s 
economic views. 

The extracts in this book deal with three of the 
leading ideas put forward by Marx. The first extract 
comes almost at the end of die first volume of Capital. 
It consists of Part VIII. of Volume I., and is caEed 
“ Primitive Accumulation.” This Part is really an 
account of how feudalism turned into capitahsm. 
Marx put tliis chapter at the end of Volume 1 . be- 
cause liis book is analytical not historical. He first 
analyses and explains what capitalism is, and only then 
describes how such a system has come into being. But 
for our purpose it will be uscfitl to read this chapter 
first. By doing so, the reader is shown at the outset 
that Marx regards capitalism as one of a series of 
economic systems under which men have Hved. It 
was preceded by feudalism and will be succeeded by 
socialism. It has its own laws of existence, which for 
it arc unbreakable ; but these laws did not apply to 
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the preceding system and will not apply to capitalism’s 
successor. Capitalism did not come into being auto- 
matically or by chance, but was, on the contrary, 
estabhshed by three centuries of bitter and bloody 
struggle on the part of those who were destined to 
become capitalists. 

The second group of extracts consists of the opening 
passage of Capital in which the basic theory of Marxist 
economics is demonstrated, namely, the labour theory 
of value. 

Finally, the third group of extracts analyses minutely 
the essential process of capitalism, namely, profit- 
making. Marx pointed out that the be-all and end-all 
of this system is the making of profit. It is for this 
purpose alone that production in capitalist societies is 
carried on. He asks and answers the basic question, 
where do the capitalist’s profits come from ? 

I beheve that, if the reader reads these extracts fi'om 
Capital with care and attention, he or she will be 
driven to make a study of Marxism. Naturally, that 
requires work. Marxism is a science. And, like other 
sciences, it cannot be mastered by readhig abridgments, 
or stiU less by gossiping about it with persons whose 
ovm Imowledge of it is confined to hearsay. Just as 
the only way to leam chemistry or biology is to read 
the main works on those sciences, so the only way to 
master Marxism is to read the works of Marx, Enscls 
and Lenin. ® ’ 
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These extracts are taken from the first translation 
into English of Capital. This translation was made 
by Edward Aveling and edited by Engels. As the 
reader tvill probably agree, it is by no means perfect, 
but it is a reliable, working version. Contrary to the 
usual practice in the case of abridgments, I have in- 
cluded die footnotes to the parts of Capital here re- 
produced. Naturally, if the footnotes had been 
omitted, more text could have been included. But, 
particularly in the historical sections, the footnotes to 
Capital form some of the most valuable things in the 
book. The whole flavour and richness of Capital 
would be lost without them. Hence it seemed to me 
best to give die reader less, but to give him what he 
got complete as Marx wrote it. 

I hope and believe diat this book of extracts will 
make many of the innumerable men and women who 
are to-day searching for hght in the thickening 
darkness of our epoch, turn to the study of Capital. 
Capital is one of the two or three books which have 
changed the history of the world. No such book can 
be easy to master. But equally the intellectual effort 
required to master such a book can never be wasted. 

E.J. S. 
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THE SECRET OF PRIMITIVE 
ACCUMULATION 


The extract which immediately follows forms the eighth and 
kst part of the nrst- volume of Caphal whicJi comprises Chapters 
26 to 33. I have left out Chapter 33, however. This last 
chapter is called The Modem Theory of Colonization.” It is 
very fascinating, but I have always felt that Marx ought to have 
made it into an Appendix, for the volume really ends with 
Chapter 32, which is called The Historical Tendency of 
Capitalist Accumulation. This chapter contains the famous 
peroration of Capital, the passage on ‘ the expropriation of the 
expropriators.” 

The reader will notice that this extract begins with a sum- 
maiy of what the rest of the volume has contained. Marx is 
saying that up to now he has explained how capimlism works, 
once it h2S got going ; but as yet he has given no explanation 
or now the original quantities of capital, without which the 
system cannot exist, came into existence. There must, he 
vmtes, have been some process outside of the ordinary workings 
of the system which set the whole mechanism going. WhW 
was that proce^ i It was, he goes on to say, primitive accumula- 
non. Aoam Smith and preceding economists were agreed that 
original process of accumulation had taken place. “ But they 
attributed it to the thriftiness of the virtuous apprentices of tlie 
pre-capita^t epoch, who had become capitalists by saving up their 
pemes. That is a story, says Marx, fit for the nursery alOTe. 

nf ^ give a description of the real process 

of primitive accumulation. This description forms whit is J 
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The Secret of Priniitwe Accumulation 

once die most brilliant and the most terrible part of Capital. 
The argument is this : Once upon a time, though the English 
people have almost forgotten it, the means of production and, 
above all, the land (which in those days was the essential means 
of production) were owned by almost everybody. Almost 
everybody, that is to say, had some share, either by way of an 
individual plot of land of his own, or of rights over common 
land owned by a village community, or both, in the land of 
England. So they could produce food and clothing for them- 
selves without the permission of anybody else. They were 
independent. 

The foundation of the capitalist system consisted, essentially, 
in taking the land (and the other means of production, but in 
those days these were not so important) away from the people 
of England and concentrating them in the hands of a small class. 
Once this had been done, the new owners of the land and the 
other means of production were able to make the rest of the 
community, who were now widiout property in the means of 
production, w^ork for them for wages. And (we shall see how 
below) the owners were thus able to malte a profit out of their 
work. 

Tliis process of the dispossession of the people of England was 
a double one. For under feudalism most Englishmen, though 
they owned some land, were semi-serfs to feudal overlords, to 
whom they paid tribute. And the process by which they lost 
dicir land also made them freemen. It abolished serfdom. But 
our ordinary history books lay all the stress on the process by 
wliich our ancestors were freed from the landlords, and slur over 
die fact that at the same time they were freed from the land, 

Marx goes on to a detailed analysis of how this fundamental 
process of the driving, by force, of the people of England off 
the land set up the capitalist system. Chapter 30, Reaction of 
the Agricultural Revolution on Industry : Creation of the Home 
Market for Industrial Capital,’’ describes how this happened. 
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Chapter 31, “ Genesis of the Ihdustriai Capitalist,” brings in 
a new theme. In Britain the new capitalist class got hold of tlieir 
initial capital, which set them up in business, not only by taking 
the land from the people, but also by colonial plunder. Marx 
lets himself go in describing the process by which the 17th and 
1 8th century merchants plundered the world. The basis of their 
operations was slavery and the slave trade. Whole continents 
were pillaged of their inhabifanrs for the benefit of the British, 
Dutch, French, and Spanish merchants. It was one of the most 
frightful processes that has ever taken place in human history. 
It needs a strong stomach to read this chapter. But these are 
historical facts which cannot be denied, and which it is vital 
that v/e should face. 


Finally we come to the famous peroration of Capital, Chapter 
32, “The Historical Tendency of Capitalist Accumulation.” 
Naturally this passage ought to come at the end of the whole 
of the volume, and it inevitably loses some of its force if we 
read it before we have mastered Marx’s whole argument. Still, 
if the reader will go through it two or three times very closely* 
he will, I think, see its essential point. The passage is a terse 
d^cription of how the process of accumulation does not stop 
with the expropriation of the workers, of how the concentration 
of capital goes on, so that the small capitalists are gobbled up 
by the big ones, until the best part of the wealth of society is 
concentrated in the hands of a very few incredibly rich men, 
(Sir Jo^ Elleman has just died leaving ^£36, 000, 000. Sir Basil 
Zanaron has left 3 0,000,000. Lord Rothermere is said to 
pssess ; 440 ,ooo,ooo. The greatest British banks and finance 
hous« now control whole industries.) I think that the reader 
wiii be forced to the conclusion that Marx, writing some seventy 
years ago, really md understood the nature of capitalism, and was 
consequendy, able to predict what its development would be! 
For myself, I cannot deny that this passage seems to me one of 
the greatest ever penned by the hand of man. It combines an 
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The Secret of Primitive Accumulation 

unmatched depth of scientific insight with a flaming passion for 
himuui justice. It has no parallel. — ^E. J. S. 

We have seen how money is changed into capital ; 
how through capital surplus-value is made, and from 
surplus-value more capital. But the accumulation 
of capital presupposes surplus-value ; surplus-value 
presupposes capitalistic production ; capitalistic pro- 
duction presupposes the pre-existence of considerable 
masses of capital and of lahour-power m the hands of 
producers of commodities. The whole movement, 
therefore, seems to turn in a vicious circle, out of 
which we can only get by supposing a primitive 
accumulation (previous accumulation of Adam Smith) 
preceding capitalistic accumulation ; an accumulation 
not the result of the capitalist mode of production, 
but its starting-point. 

This primitive accumulation plays in Political 
Economy about the same part as original sin in 
theology. Adam bit die apple, and thereupon sin 
fell on the human race. Its origin is supposed to be 
explained when it is told as an anecdote of the past. 
In times long gone by there were two sorts of people ; 
one, die diligent, intelligent, and, above all, frugal 
cHte ; the other, lazy rascals, spending their substance, 
and more, in riotous living. The legend of theological 
original sin tells us certainly how man came to be 
condemned to cat Ixis bread in die sweat of his brow ; 
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but the history of economic original sin reveals to us 
that there are people to whom this is by no means 
essential. Never mind ! Thus it came to pass that 
the former sort accumulated wealth, and the latter 
sort had at last nothing to sell except their own skins. 
And from this original sin dates the poverty of the 
great majority that, despite all its labour, has up to 
now nothing to sell but itself, and the wealth of the 
few that increases constantly although they have long 
ceased to work. Such insipid childishness is every 
day preached to us in the defence of property. M. 
Thiers, e.g., had the assurance to repeat it with all 
the solemnity of a statesman, to the French people, 
once so spirituel But as soon as the question of prop- 
erty crops up, it becomes a sacred duty to proclaim 
the intellectual food of the infant as the one thing fit 
for all ages and for all stages of development. In 
actual history it is notorious tliat conquest, enslave- 
ment, robbery, murder, briefly force, play the great 
part. In the tender annals of Political Economy, the 
idyllic reigns from time immemorial. Right and 
“ labour ” were from all time the sole means of enrich- 
ment, the present year of course always excepted. 
As a matter of fact, the mediods of primitive accumu- 
lation are anything but idyllic. 

In themselves, money and commodities are no more 
capital than are the means of production and of sub- 
sistence. They want transforming into capital. But 
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this transformation itself can only take place under 
certain circumstances that centre in this, viz., that two 
very different kinds of commodity-possessors must 
come face to face and into contact ; on the one hand, 
the owners of money, means of production, means of 
subsistence, who are eager to increase the sum of 
values they possess, by buying other people’s labour- 
power ; on the other hand, free labourers, die sellers 
of their own labour-power, and therefore the sellers of 
labour. Free labourers, in die double sense that 
ncidier they themselves form part and parcel of the 
means of production, as in the case of slaves, bonds- 
men, See., nor do the means of production belong to 
diem, as in the case of peasant-proprietors ; they are, 
therefore, free from, unencumbered by, any means 
of production of their own. With this polarization of 
the market for commodities, die fundamental condi- 
tions of capitalist production are given. The capitalist 
system presupposes the complete separation of the 
labourers from all property in die means by which 
they can realize tJieir labour. As soon as capitahst 
production is once on its own legs, it not only main- 
tains this separation, but reproduces it on a con- 
tinually extending scale. The process, therefore, diat 
clears the way for die capitalist system, can be none 
other than the process wliich takes away from the 
labourer the possession of liis means of production ; 
a process diat transforms, on the one hand, the social 

15 



Karl Marx 

means of subsistence and of production into capital, 
on tbe other, the immediate producers into wage- 
labourers. The so-called primitive accumulation, 
therefore, is nothing else than the Ihstorical process of 
divorcing the producer from the means of production. 
It appears as primitive, because it forms tire pre- 
historic stage of capital and of the mode of production 
corresponding with it. 

The economic structure of capitalistic society has 
grown out of the economic structure of feudal society. 
The dissolution of the latter set free die elements of 
the former. 

The immediate producer, the labourer, could only 
dispose of his own person after he had ceased to be 
attached to the soil and ceased to be the slave, serf, or 
bondman of another. To become a free seller of 
labour-power, who carries his commodity wherever 
he finds a market, he must further have escaped from 
the regime of the guilds, their rules for apprentices 
and journeymen, and the impediments of their labour 
regulations. Hence the historical movement, which 
changes the producers into wage-workers, appears, on 
die one hand, as their emancipation from serfdom and 
from the fetters of the guilds, and this side alone exists 
for our bourgeois historians. But, on the odier hand, 
these new freed-men became sellers of themselves 
only after they had been robbed of all their own means 
of production, and of all the guarantees of existence 
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afforded by the old feudal arrangements. And the 
history of this, their expropriation, is written in the 
annals of mankind in letters of blood and fire. 

The industrial capitalists, these new potentates, had 
on their part not only to displace the guild masters 
of handicrafts, but also the feudal lords, the possessors 
of the sources of wealth. In diis respect their conquest 
of social power appears as the fruit of a victorious 
struggle both against feudal lordship and its revolting 
prerogatives, and against the guilds and the fetters 
they laid on the free development of production and 
the free exploitation of man by man. The chevahers 
d’industric, however, only succeeded in supplanting 
tlie chevaliers of the sword by making use of events 
of which tliey themselves were wholly innocent. 
They have risen by means as vile as tlrosc by wlrich 
the Roman freed-man once on a time made himself 
die master of Iiis patromis. 

The starting-point of the development that gave 
rise to the wage-labourer as well as to the capitalist 
was the servitude of the labourer. The advance con- 
sisted in a change of form of diis servitude, in the 
transformation of feudal exploitation into capitalist 
exploitation. To understand its march, we need not 
go back very far. Although we come across the first 
beginnings of capitalist production as early as the 
14th or 15th century, sporadically, in certain towns ot 
die Mediterranean, the capitalistic era dates from the 
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16th cenmry. Wherever it appears, the abolition of 
serfdom has been long effected, and the highest de- 
velopment of the middle ages, the existence of 
sovereign towns, has been long on the Vv^'ane. 

In the history of primitive accumulation, all revolu- 
tions are epoch-making that act as levers for the 
capitalist class in course of formation ; but, above all, 
those moments when great masses of men are sud- 
denly and forcibly tom from dieir means of sub- 
sistence, and hurled as free and unattached prole- 
tarians on the labour market The expropriation of 
the agricultural producer, of the peasant, from the 
soil, is the basis of the whole process. The liistory of 
this expropriation, in different countries, assumes 
different aspects, and mns through its various phases 
in different orders of succession, and at different 
periods. In England alone, which we take as our 
example, has it the classic form.^ 

^ In Italy, where capitalistic production developed earliest, the 
dissolution of serfdom also took place earlier than elsewhere. 'The 
serf w^as emancipated in that country before he had acquired any 
prescriptive right to the soil. His emancipation at once transformed 
him into a free proletarian, who, moreover, found his master ready 
waiting for him in the towns, for the most part handed down as 
legacies firom the Roman time. When the revolution of the world- 
market, about the end of the 15th century, annihilated Northern 
Italy’s commercial supremacy, a movement in the reverse direction 
set in. The labourers of the towns were driven en nm'sc into the 
country, and gave an impulse, never before seen, to petite culum\ 
carried on in the form of gardening. 

(All footnotes are by Marx unless otherwise indicated.) 
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EXPROPRIATION OF THE AGRICULTURAL 
POPULATION FROM THE LAND 

In England, serfdom had practically disappeared in 
the last part of the I4dr century. The immense 
majority of the population ^ consisted then, and to a 
still larger extent, m the I5tli century, of free peasant 
proprietors, whatever was the feudal tide under 
which their right of property was hidden. Ei the 
larger seignorial domains, the old baiUfF, himself a 
serf, was displaced by the free farmer. The wage- 
labourers of agriculture consisted pardy of peasants, 

^ “ The petty proprietors who cultivated their own fields with 
their own hands, and enjoyed a niodcst competence . . . then 
formed a much more important part of the nation than at present. 
If we may trust the best statistical writers of that age, not less than 
160,000 proprietors who, with their families, must have made up 
more than a seventh of the whole population, derived their sub- 
sistence from little freehold estates. Tnc average income of these 
small landlords . . . was estimated at between ^60 and 5(^70 a 
year. It was computed that the number of persons who tilled their 
own land was greater than the number of those who farmed the land 
of others.” — Macaula^f, History of England^ loth cd-, 1S54, L, 
IJ* 333» 334* Even in tlic last tiiird of the 17th century, 
four-fifths of the English people were agricultural. (1. c., p. 413.) 
I quote Macaulay, because as systematic falsifier of history he mini- 
mizes as nAich as possible facts of this kind. 
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who utilized their leisure time by working on the 
large estates, partly of an independent special class 
of wage-labourers, relatively and absolutely few in 
numbers. The latter also were practically at die same 
time peasant farmers, since, besides their wages, they 
had allotted to them arable land to the extent of 4 or 
more acres, together with their cottages. Besides 
they, with the rest of the peasants, enjoyed the usu- 
fruct of the common land, which gave pasture to their 
cattle, furnished them with timber, firc-wood, turf, 
&c.^ In aU countries of Europe, feudal production is 
characterized by division of the soil amongst the great- 
est possible number of sub-feudatories. The might of 
the feudal lord, like that of the sovereign, depended 
not on the length of his rent roll, but on the number 
of his subjects, and the latter depended on the number 
of peasant proprietors.^ Although, therefore, die 

^ We must never forget that even die serf was not only the owner, 
if but a tribute-paying owner, of the piece of land attached to his 
house, but also a co-possessor of the common land. Le paysan y 
(in Silesia, under Frederick IL) est serf.’* Neverthclesss, these 
serfs^ possess common lands. “ On n’a pas pu encore engager Ics 
Silesiens _au partage des communes, tandis que dans la Nouvcllc 
Marche, il n’y a guere de villages oh ce partage ne soit execute avee 
le plus grand succ^.”— (Mirabeau, De la Monarchic Primicnm, 
Londres, 1788, t. ii., pp. 125, 126,) 

2 Japan, with its purely feudal organization of landed property 
and its developed petite culture, gives a much truer picture of the 
European middle ages than all our history books, dictated as these 
are, for the most part, by bourgeois prejudices. It is very convcniciit 
to be “ liberal ” at the esq)ense of the middle ages. 
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English land, after the Norman conquest, was distri- 
buted in gigantic baronies, one of which often in- 
cluded some 900 of the old Anglo-Saxon lordships, 
it was bestrewn with small peasant properties, only 
here and there interspersed with great seignorial 
domains. Such conditions, together with the pros- 
perity of the towns so characteristic of the 15th cen- 
tury, allowed of that wealth of the people which 
Chancellor Fortescuc so . eloquently paints in his 
Latidcs legiim Anglia^ ; but it excluded the possi- 
bility of capitalistic wealth. 

The prelude of the revolution that laid the founda- 
tion of the capitahst mode of production, was played 
in the last third of the 15th, and the first decade of the 
1 6th century. A mass of free proletarians was hurled 
on the labour-market by the breaking-up of the bands 
of feudal retainers, who, as Sir James Steuart well says, 
“ everywhere uselessly filled house and castle.” Al- 
though the royal power, itself a product of bourgeois 
development, in its strife after absolute sovereignty 
forcibly hastened on the dissolution of these bands of 
retainers, it was by no means the sole cause of it. In 
insolent conflict with king and parliament, the great 
feudal lords created an incomparably larger proletariat 
by the forcible driving of the peasantry from the land, 
to which the latter had die same feudal right as the 
lord himself, and by die usurpation of die common 
lands. The rapid rise of the Flemish wool manufac- 
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tures, and the corresponding rise in the price of wool 
in England, gave the direct impulse to these evictions. 
The old nobihty had been devoured by the great 
feudal wars. Tlie new nobihty was the child of its 
time, for which money was the power of all powers. 
Transfomration of arable land into sheep-walks was, 
therefore, its cry. Harrison, in his Dcscriptioti ofEv^i- 
land, prefixed to Holinshed’s Chronicle, describes how 
the expropriation of small peasants is ruining the 
country. “ What care our great encroachers 5 ” The 
dwellings of the peasants and the cottages of the 
labourers were razed to the ground or doomed to 
decay. “If,” says Harrison, “the old records of 
euerie manour be sought ... it will soon appear that 
in some manour seventeene, eighteene, or twentie 
houses are shrunk . . . that England was neucr less 
furnished with people than at the present. ... Of 
cities and townes either utterly decaied or more than 
a quarter or half diminished, though some one be a 
litde increased here or there ; of townes pulled downc 
for sheepe-walks, and no more but the lordships now 
standing in them. ... I could sale somewhat.” The 
complaints of these old chroniclers are always exag- 
gerated, but they reflect faidifuUy the impression made 
on contemporaries by the revolution in the condi- 
tions of production. A comparison of the writings 
of Chancellor Fortescue and Thomas More reveals 
the gulf between the 15th and i6th century. As 
22 
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Thornton rightly has it, the English working-class 
was precipitated without any transition from its golden 
into its iron age. 

Legislation was terrified at this revolution. It did 
not yet stand on that height of civiUzation where the 
“ wealth of the nation ” {i.e., the formation of capital, 
and the reckless exploitation and impoverishing of the 
mass of the people) figure as the ultima Thule of all 
state-craft. In his history of Henry VII., Bacon says : 
“ Inclosures at that time (1489) began to be more 
frequent, whereby arable land (which could not be 
manured without people and families) was turned into 
pasture, which was easily rid by a few herdsmen ; 
and tenancies for years, lives, and at will (whereupon 
much of the yeomanry Hved) were turned into de- 
mesnes. This bred a decay of people, and (by conse- 
quence) a decay of towns, churches, tithes, and the 
Hke. ... In remedying of this inconvenience the king’s 
wisdom was admirable, and the parhament’s at that 
time . . . they took a course to take away depopulating 
inclosures, and depopulating pasturage.” An Act 
of Henry VII., 1489, cap. 19, forbad the destruction 
of all “ houses of husbandry ” to which at least 20 
acres of land belonged. By an Act, 25 Henry VIII., 
the same law was renewed. It recites, among other 
things, that many farms and large flocks of cattle, 
especially of sheep, arc concentrated in the hands of a 
few men, whereby the rent of land has much risen and 
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tillage has fallen off, churches and houses have been 
pulled down, and marvellous numbers of people have 
been deprived of the means wherewith to maintain 
themselves and their famihes. The Act, therefore, 
ordains the rebuilding of the decayed farm-steads, and 
fixes a proportion between cornland and pasture 
land, &c. An Act of 1533 recites that some owners 
possess 24,000 sheep, and limits the number to be 
owned to 2000d The cry of the people and the 
legislation directed, for 150 years after Henry VII., 
against the expropriation of the small farmers and 
peasants, were alike fruitless. The secret of their 
inefficiency Bacon, without knowing it, reveals to us. 
“ The device of King Henry VII.,” says Bacon, in his 
Essays, Civil and Moral, Essay 29, “ was profound and 
admirable, in making farms and houses of husbandry 
of a standard ; that is, maintained with such a pro- 
portion of land unto them as may breed a subject to 
live in convenient plenty, and no servile condition, 
and to keep the plough in the hands of the owners and 
not mere hirelmgs.” ® What die capitalist system 

^ In his Utopia, Thomas More says, that in England “your 
shepe that were wont to be so meke and tame, and so smal eaters, 
now, as I heare saye, be become so great devourers and so wylde 
that they eate up, and swallow downe, the very men themsclfcs.*’ 
— Utopia, transl. by Robinson, ed. Arber, Lond., 1869, p. 41. 

2 Bacon shows the connection between a free, wcIl-to*do 
pedantry and good infantry. “ This did wondcrfblly concern the 
might and mannerhood of the kingdom to have farms as it were of 
a standard sufficient to maintain an able body out of penury, and 
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demanded was, on the other hand, a degraded and 
almost servile condition of die mass of the people, die 
transformation of them into mercenaries, and of their 
means of labour into capital. During tliis transforma- 
tion period, legislation also strove to retain the 4 acres 
of land by die cottage of die agricultural wage- 
labourer, and forbade him to take lodgers into his 
cottage. In the reign ofjames L, 1627, Roger Crocker 
of Front Mill, was condemned for having built a 
cottage on the manor of Front Mill without 4 acres 
of land attached to the same in perpetuity. As late 
as Charles L’s reign, 1638, a royal commission was 
appointed to enforce die carrying out of the old laws, 
especially diat referring to the 4 acres of land. Even 

did in effect amortize a great part of the lands of the kingdom unto 
tlie hold and occupation of the yeomanry or middle people, of a 
condition between gentlemen, and cottagers and peasants. . . . 
For it hath been held by the general opinion of men of best judg- 
ment in the wars . . . tliat the principal strength of an army 
consisteth in the infantry or foot. And to make good infantry it 
requireth men bred, not in a servile or indigent fashion, but in some 
free and plentiful manner. Therefore, if a state run most to noble- 
men and gentlemen, and that the husbandmen and ploughmen 
be but as their workfolk and labourers, or else mere cottagers 
(which arc but housed beggars), you may have a good cavalry, 
but never good stable bands of foot. . . . And this is to be seen 
in France, and Italy, and some other parts abroad, where in 
etfect all is noblesse or peasantry . . . insomuch that they are 
enforced to employ mercenary bands of Switzers and the like, for 
their battalions of foot ; whereby also it comes to pass that those 
nations have much people and few soldiers .” — {The Reign of 
Henry VIL^ verbatim reprint from Kcimct’s England, Ed. 1719, 
Lond., 1870, p. 308.) 
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in Cromwell’s time, the building of a house within 
4 miles of London was forbidden imless it was en- 
dowed with 4 acres of land. As late as the first halt 
of the 1 8th century complaint is made if the cottage 
of the agricultural labourer has not an adjunct of one 
or two acres of land. Nowadays he is lucky if it is 
furnished with a little garden, or if he may rent, far 
away from his cottage, a few roods. Landlords and 
farmers,” says Dr. Hunter, “ work here hand in hand. 
A few acres to the cottage would make the labourers 
too independent.” ^ 

The process of forcible expropriation of the people 
received in the i6th century a new and frightful 
impulse firom the Reformation, and from the conse- 
quent colossal spoliation of the church property. 
The Cathohe church was, at the time of the Reforma- 
tion, feudal proprietor of a great part of the English 
land. The suppression of the monasteries, &c., hurled 
their inmates into the proletariat. The estates of the 
church were to a large extent given away to rapacious 
royal favourites, or sold at a nominal price to speculat- 
ing farmers and citizens, who drove out, en masse, the 
hereditary sub-tenants and threw their holdings into 
one. The legally guaranteed property of the poorer 

^ Dr. Hunter, I. c., p, 134. “ The quantity of land assigned (in 
the old laws) would now be judged too great for labourers, and 
rather as J^ely to convert them into small fanners.” — (Geo’'gc 
Remerts, The Social History of the People of the Southern Counties 
oj England in past centuries. Lend., 1856, pp. 1S4-185.) 
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folk in a part of the churches tithes was tacitly con- 
fiscated.^ '' Panper ubique jacet,” cried Queen Eliza- 
beth, after a journey dirough England. In die 4.3rd 
year of her reign the nation was obliged to recognize 
pauperism officially by die introduction of a poor- 
rate. '' The authors of this law seem to have been 
ashamed to state the grounds of it, for [contrary to 
traditional usage] it has no preamble whatever.’' ^ 
By the i6th of Charles L, ch. 4, it was declared 
perpetual, and in fact only in 1834 did it take a new 
and harsher form.® These immediate results of the 

^ “ The right of the poor to share in the tithe, is established by 
the tenour of ancient statues.” — (Tuckett, 1 . c., VoL IL, pp. 804-805.) 

2 William Cobbett : A History of the Protestant Reformation, § 471. 

® The “ spirit ” of Protestantism may be seen from the following, 
among other things. In tlie south of England certain landed pro- 
prietors and well-to-do farmers put their heads together and pro- 
pounded ten questions as to the right interpretation of the poor-law 
of Elizabeth. These they laid before a celebrated jurist of that time. 
Sergeant Snigge (later a judge under James I.) for his opinion. 
“ Question 9 — Some of the more wealthy farmers in the parish 
have devised a skilful mode by which all the trouble of executing 
this Act (the 43rd of Elizabeth) might be avoided. They have 
proposed that we shall erect a prison in the parish, and then give 
notice to the neighbourhood, that if any persons are disposed to 
farm the poor of this parish, they do give in sealed proposals, on 
a certain day, of the lowest price at which they will take them off 
our hands ; and that they will be authorized to refuse to any one 
unless he be shut up in the aforeSvaid prison. The proposers of this 
plan conceive that there will be found in the adjoining counties, 
persons, who, being unwilling to labour and not possessing sub- 
stance or credit to take a farm or ship, so as to live without labour, 
may be induced to make a very advantageous offer to the parish. 
If any of the poor perish under the contractor’s care, the sin will lie 
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Reformation were not its most lasting ones. The 
property of the church formed the religious bulwark 
of the traditional conditions of landed property. 
With its fall these were no longer tenable.^ 

Even in the last decade of the 17th century, the 


at his door, as the parish will have done its duty by them. Wc are, 
however, apprehensive that the present Act (43rd of Blizabcth) 
will not warrant a prudential measure of this kind ; but you are to 
learn that the rest of the freeholders of the county, and of the adjoin- 
ing county of B, will very readily join in instructing their incinbcrs 
to propose an Act to enable the parish to contract with a person to 
lock up and work the poor ; and to declare that if any person shall 
refuse to be so locked up and worked, he shall be entitled to no 
rclief. ^ This, it is hoped, will prevent persons in distress from want- 
ing relief, and be the means of keeping down parishes.” — (R. Blakey, 
Tlie History of Political Literature Jrom the earliest Times, Lond., 
iS55» Voi. IL, pp. 84, 85.) In Scotland, the abolition of serf- 
dom took place some centuries later than in England. Even in 
1698, Fletcher of Saltoun, declared in the Scotch parliament, “ The 
number of beggars in Scotland is reckoned at not less than 300,000. 
The only remedy that I, a republican on principle, can suggest, is to 
restore the old state of serfdom, to make slaves of all those who are 
unable to provide for their own subsistence.” Eden, ]. c., Book I., 
ch. I, pp 60-61, says, “ The decrease of villenage seems necessarily 
to have been the era of the origin of the poor. Manufactures and 
commerce are the two parents of our national poor.” Eden, like 
our Scotch republican on principle, errs only in this : not the aboli- 
non of vihei^ge, but the abolition of the property of the agricultural 
jabourer m the soil made him a proletarian, and eventually a pauper, 
in France, where the expropriation was effected in another way the 
ordoimance of Moulins, 1571, and the Edict of 1656. correspond 
to the English poor laws. ^ 

1 Professor Rogers, although formerly Professor of Political 
U“’^«sity of Oxford, the hotbed of Protestant 
preface to the History of Agriculture lays stress 
Re&r Paupenzanon of the mass of the people^ by the 


28 



Expropriation of the Agricultural Population 

yeomanry, the class of independent peasants, were 
more numerous dian the class of farmers. They had 
formed the backbone of Cromwell’s strength, and, 
even according to the confession of Macaulay, stood 
in favourable contrast to the drunken squires and to 
their servants, the country clergy, who had to marry 
their masters’ cast-off mistresses. About 1750, the 
yeomanry had disappeared,^ and so had, in the last 
decade of the i8th century, the last trace of the 
common land of the agricultural labourer. We leave 
on one side here the purely economic causes of the 
agricultural revolution. W e deal only with the forcible 
means employed. 

After tire restoration of the Stuarts, the landed 
proprietors carried, by legal means, an act of usurpa- 
tion, effected everywhere on the Continent without 
any legal formality. They abolished the feudal tenure 
of land, /.e., diey got rid of all its obHgations to the 
State, indemnified ” the State by taxes on the 
peasantry and the rest of the mass of die people, 

^ A letter to Sir T. C. Banbury^ Bort., on the High Price of 
Provisions. By a Suffolk Gentleman. Ipswich, 1795, p. 4. Even 
the fanatical advocate of the system of large farms, the author of the 
Inquiry into the connection of large farms^ etc.^ London, 1775, p. 133, 
says : “I most lament the loss of our yeomanry, that set of 
men who really kept up the independence of this nation ; and sorry 
I am to see their lands now in the hands of monopolizing lords, 
tenanted out to small farmers, who hold their leases on such con- 
ditions as to be little better than vassals ready to attend a summons 
on every mischievous occasion.” 
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vindicated for themselves the rights of modem private 
property in estates to wliich they had only a feudal 
title, an d , finally, passed those laws of settlement, 
which, mutatis mutandis, had the same effect on the 
Pnglkii agriculmral labourer, as the edict of the 
Tartar Boris Godunof on the Russian peasantry. 

The “ glorious Revolution ” brought into power, 
along with Wilham of Orange, the landlord and 
capitalist appropriators of surplus-value.^ They 
inaugurated the new era by practising on a colossal 
scale thefts of state lands, thefts that had been liitlicrto 
managed more modestly. These estates were given 
away, sold at a ridiculous figure, or even annexed 
to private estates by direct seizure. All this happened 
without the sUghtest observation of legal etiquette. 

^ On the private moral character of this bourgeois hero, among 
other things : “ The large grant of lands in Ireland to Lady Orkney, 
in 1695, is a public instance of the king’s affection, and the lady’s 
influence . . . Lady Orkney’s endearing offices are supposed to 
have been— feeda labiorum ministerial’ — (In the Sloane Manuscript 
Collection, at the British Museum, No. 4224. The Manuscript is 
entitled : “ The charakter and behaviour of King William, Sunder- 
land, &c., as represented in Original Letters to the Duke of Shrews- 
bury, firom Somers Halifax, Oxford, Secretary Vernon, ike” It is 
full of curiosa.) 

^ “ The illegal alienation of the Crown Estates, partly by sale 
and partly by gift, is a scandalous chapter in English history . . . 
a gigantic fraud on the nation.”— (F. W. Newman, Lcctutcs on 
Political Economy, London, 1851, pp. 129, 130.) [For details as 
to how the present large landed proprietors of England came into 
their possessions see Our Old Nobility, by Noblesse Obliuc, 
London, 1879. — ^Ed.] ^ 
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The crown lands thus fraudulently appropriated, to- 
getlier with the robbery of the Church estates, as far 
as these had not been lost again during the republican 
revolution, form the basis of the to-day princely 
domains of the English oligarchy.^ The bourgeois 
capitalists favoured the operation with the view, 
among others, to promoting free trade in land, to ex- 
tending the domain of modern agriculture on the large 
farm-system, and to increasing their supply of the 
free agricultural proletarians ready to hand. Besides, 
the new landed aristocracy was the natural ally of the 
new bankocracy, of the newly-hatched haute finance, 
and of the large manufacturers, then depending on 
protective duties. The English bourgeoisie acted for 
its own interest quite as wisely as did the Swedish 
bourgeoisie who, reversing the process, hand' in hand 
with their economic allies, the peasantry, helped die 
kings in the forcible resumption of the Cro^vn lands 
from the oligarchy. This happened since 1604 under 
Charles X. and Charles XL 

Communal property — always distinct from the 
State property just dealt widi — ^was an old Teutonic 
institution which lived on under cover of feudalism. 
We have seen how the forcible usurpation of this, 
generally accompanied by the turning of arable into 
pasture land, begins at the end of the 15 th and extends 

^ Read, E. Burke’s PampHct on the ducal house of Bedford, 
whose offshoot was Lord John Russell, the “ tointiJ: ofXiberaHsm.” 
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into tie i6tli century. But, at tliat time, the process 
was carried on by means of individual acts of violence 
against which legislation, for a hundred and fifty years, 
fought in vain. The advance made by the iSth 
century shows itself in this, that the law itself becomes 
now the instrument of the theft of the people’s land, 
although the large farmers make use of their little 
independent methods as well.^ The parliamentary 
form of the robbery is that of Acts for enclosures of 
Commons, in other words, decrees by wdiich the 
landlords grant themselves the people’s land as private 
property, decrees of expropriation of the people. 
Sir F. M. Eden refutes his own crafty special pleading, 
in which he tries to represent communal property as 
the private property of the great landlords who have 
taken the place of die feudal lords, when he, himself, 
demands a “ general Act of Parliament for the enclo- 
sure of Commons ” (admitting thereby that a parlia- 
mentary coup d’etat is necessary for its transformation 
into private property), and moreover calls on the 
legislature for the indemnification for the expropriated 


u -j farmers forbid cottagers to keep any living creatures 
oesides txieinselves and children, under the pretence that iV they keep 
My beasts or poultry, they will steal from the farmers’ barns for 
toett suppott ; they also say, keep the cottages poor and you will 
keep them industnous, &c but the real fact, I believe, is that the 
Hmers rnay have the whole right of common to themselves.”— M 

London °f enclosing Waste Lands, 

London, 1785, p. 75.) 2 
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Whilst tlic place of the independent yeoman was 
taken by tenants at will, small farmers on yearly leases, 
a servile rabble dependent on the pleasure of the 
landlords, die systematic robbery of the Communal 
lands helped especially, next to die theft of the State 
domains, to swell those large farms, diat were called 
in the i8tli century capital farms ^ or merchant 
farms, ^ and to '' set free the agricultural population 
as proletarians for manufacturing industry. 

The i8di century, however, did not yet recognize 
as folly as the igdi, the identity between national 
wealth and the poverty of the people. Hence die 
most vigorous polemic, in the economic Hterature 
of that time, on the enclosure of commons.’' From 
the mass of materials that He before me, I give a few 
extracts that will dirow a strong light on the circum- 
stances of die time. hi several parishes of Hertford- 
sliire,” writes one indignant person, 24 farms, num- 
bering on the average 50-150 acres, have been melted 
up into three farms.” ^ In Northamptonshire and 
Leicestershire the enclosure of common lands has 
taken place on a very large scale, and most of the new 

1 “ Capital Farms.” Ttiw Letters on the Flour Trade and the 
Dearness of Corn, By a person in business. London, 1767^ pp. 
19, 20. 

2 “ Merchant Farms.” An Inquiry into the present High Prim^ 
Provisions, London, 1767, p. n- Note. — This excellent work^'tfa^ 
was published anonymously, is by the Rev. Nathaniel Forsteaf. 

^ Thomas Wright, A short address to the public on the twtwpoty 
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iordsMps, resulting from the enclosure, have been 
tamed into pasturage, in consequence of which many 
lordships have not now 50 acres ploughed yearly, in 
which 1,500 were ploughed formerly. The nuns of 
former dwelling-houses, bams, stables, &c.,” are the 
sole traces of the former inhabitants. “ An hundred 
houses and families have in some open field villages 
. . . dwindled to eight or ten. . . . The landholders in 
most parishes that have been enclosed only 15 or 30 
years, are very few in comparison of the numbers 
who occupied diem in their open-field state. It is 
no uncommon thing for 4 or 5 wealthy graziers to 
engross a large enclosed lordship which was before 
in the hands of 20 or 30 farmers, and as many smaller 
tenants and proprietors. All these are hereby thrown 
out of their livings with their fanulies and many other 
famihes who were chiefly employed and supported 
by them.” ^ It was not only the land that lay waste, 
but often laud cultivated either in common or held 
under a definite rent paid to the community, that was 
annexed by the neighbouring landlords imdcr pretext 
of enclosure. “ I have here in view enclosures oi" 
open fields and lands already improved. It is acknow- 
ledged by even the writers in defence of enclosures 
that these diminished villages increase the monopolies 
of krms, raise the prices of provisions, and produce 


for or against mhsing 

open fields, London, 1773, pp. 37, 43. passim. ^ 
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depopulation • , . and even the enclosure of waste 
lands (as now carried on) bears hard on the poor, by 
depriving them of a part of their subsistence, and only 
goes towards increasing farms already too large/’ ^ 
When/’ says Dr. Price, tliis land gets into the hands 
of a few great farmers, the consequence must be that 
the little farmers ” (earlier designated by him ‘‘ a 
multitude of litde proprietors and tenants, who main- 
tain themselves and families by the produce of the 
ground they occupy by sheep kept on a common, 
by poultry, ho.gs, &c., and who therefore have Httle 
occasion to purchase any of the means of subsistence ”) 
will be converted into a body of men who earn 
their subsistence by working for others, and who will 
be under a necessity of going to market for all they 
want. . . «. There will, perhaps, be more labour, 
because there will be more compulsion to it. . . . 
Towns and manufacturers wdU increase, because more 
will be driven to tlicm in quest of places and employ- 
ment. Tliis is the way in which die engrossing of 
farms naturally operates. And tliis is the way in 
which, for many years, it has been actually operating 
in this kingdom.^ He sums up die effect of the 
enclosures thus : Upon the whole, the circumstances 

^ Dr. R. Price, 1 . c, v. ii., p. 155, Forster, Addington, Kent, 
Price, and James Anderson, should be read and compared with the 
miserable prattle of Sycophant MacCulloch in his catalogue. The 
Lmratnre of Political Economy^ London, 1S45. 

“ Price, 1 . c., p, 147. 
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of the lower ranks of men are altered in almost every 
respect for the worse. From Uttle occupiers of land, 
they are reduced to the state of day-laboiuers and 
hirelings ; and, at the same time, dieir subsistence in 
that state has become more difficult.” ^ In lact, 
usurpation of the common lands and die revolution 
in agriculture accompanying this, told so acutely on 
the agricultural labourers that, even according to 
Eden, between 1765 and 1780, their wages began to 
faU below die minimum, and to be supplemented by 

^ Price, 1 . c., p. 159. We are reminded of ancient Rome. “ The 
rich had got possession of the greater part of the midivided land. 
They trusted in the conditions of the time, tliat these p^ossessions 
would not be again taken from them, and bought, therefore, some 
of the pieces of land lying near theirs, and belonging to the |.■'oor, 
with the acquiescence of their owners, and took some by force, 
so that they now were cultivating widely extended domains, instead 
of isolated fields. Then they employed slaves in agriculture and 
cattle-breeding, because freemen would have been taken from 
labour for military service. The possession of slaves brought them 
great gain, inasmuch as these, on account of their immunity from 
military service, could freely multiply and have a multitudt' of 
children. Thus the powerful men drew all wealdi to themselves, 
and ail the land swarmed with slaves. The Italians, on the other 
hand, were always decreasing in number, destroyed as they w’cre 
by poverty, taxes, and military service. Even when times of peace 
came, they were doomed to complete inactivity, because the rich 
were in possession of the soil, and used slaves instead of free men in 
the rilling of it”— (Appian, Civil Wars, I., 7.) This passage refers 
to the time before the Licinian rogations. Military service, wliich 
hastened to so ^eat an extent the ruin of tlie Roman plebeians, 
was also the chief means by which, as in a forcing-house, Charle- 
magne brought about the transformation of free German peasants 
into serfs and bondsmen. 
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official poor-law relief. Their wages, he says, were 
not more than enough for the absolute necessaries of 
Hfe.” 

Let us hear for a moment a defender of enclosures 
and an opponent of Dr. Price. Nor is it a conse- 
quence that tliere must be depopulation, because men 
arc not seen wasting their labour in the open field. . . ^ 
If, by converting die little farmers into a body of men 
who must work for others, more labour is produced, 
it is an advantage which the nation (to which, of 
course, the ‘‘ converted ” ones do not belong) should 
wish for . . . the produce being greater when their 
joint labours are employed on one farm, there will 
be a surplus for manufactures, and by this means 
manufactures, one of the mines of the nation, will 
increase, in proportion to die quantity of com pro- 
duced.” ^ 

The stoical peace of mind with which the political 
economist regards the most shameless violation of the 

sacred rights of property ” and the grossest acts of 
violence to persons, as soon as they are necessary to 
lay die foundations of the capitaHstic mode of pro- 
duction, is shown by Sir F. M. Eden, pliilanthropist 

^ An Inquiry into the Connection between the Present Prices of 
Provisions, &c,, pp. 124, 129. To die like effect, but with an opposite 
tendency: “Working-men are driven from their cottages and 
forced into the towns to seek for employment ; but then a larger 
surplus is obtained, and thus capital is augmented.’’ — {The Perils of 
the Nation, 2nd ed., London, 1843, p. 14. J 
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and tory, to boot. The whole series of tliefts, outrages, 
and popular misery, tliat accompanied the forcible 
expropriation of the people, from the last third of the 
15th to the end of the i8th century, lead him merely 
to the comfortable conclusion : “ The due proportion 
between arable land and pasture had to be established. 
During the whole of die 14th and the greater part of 
the 15th century, there was one acre of pasture to 3, 
3, and even 4 of arable land. About die middle of 
the i 6 di century the proportion was changed to 3 
acres of pasture to 2, later on, of 2 acres of pasture to 
one of arable, until at last the just proportion of 3 
acres of pasture to one of arable land was attained.” 

In_ the 19th century, the very memory of the con- 
nection between the agricultural labourer and the 
communal property had, of course, vanished. To 
say nothing of more recent times, have die agricultural 
population received a farthing of compenWtion for 
me 3 ) 5 IIj 770 s-cres of common land which between 
1801 and 1831 were stolen from them and by parlia- 
mentary devices presented to die landlords by the 
landlords » ^ 

The last process of wholesale expropriation of the 
agriemturd population from the soil is, finally, the 
stalled clearing of estates, i.e., the sweeping men off 
them. All the English mediods hitherto considered 
culminated in clearing.” As we saw in the picture 
o± modem conditions given in a former chapter, where 
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tliere aic no more independent peasants to get rid of, 
the “ clearing ” of cottages begins ; so that the agri- 
culmral labourers do not find on the sod cultivated 
by them even the spot necessary for their own housing. 
But what “ clearing of estates ” really and properly 
signifies, we learn only in the promised land of modem 
romance, the Highlands of Scotland. There the pro- 
cess is distinguished by its systematic character, by 
the magnitude of the scale on which it is carried out 
at one blow (in Ireland landlords have gone to the 
length of sweeping away several villages at once ; 
in Scotland areas as large as German principalities are 
dealt with), finally by the pecuHar form of property, 
under which the embezzled lands were held. 

The Highland Celts were organized in clans, each 
of which was the owner of the land on which it was 
settled. The representative of the clan, its chief or 
“ great man,” was only the titular owner of diis 
property, just as the Queen of England is die titular 
owner of all the national soil. When the English 
government succeeded in suppressing the intestine 
wars of these “ great men,” and their constant incur- 
sions into die Lowland plains, the chiefs of the clans 
by no means gave up their time-honoured trade as 
robbers ; dicy only changed its form. On their 
own audiority they transformed their nominal right 
into a right of private property, and as this brought 
diem into collision with their clansmen, resolved to 
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drive them out by open force. A king of England 
might as well claim to drive his subjects into the seaf ’ ^ 
says Professor Newman, This revolution, which 
began in Scotland after the last rising of the followers 
of the Pretender, can be followed through its first 
phases in the writings of Sir James Stcuart ^ and James 
Anderson.^ In the i8tli century the hunted-out Gaels 
were forbidden to emigrate from the country, with a 
view to driving diem by force to Glasgow and other 
manufacturing towns.*^ As an example of die method ^ 

^ 1. c., p. 132. 

2 Stcuart says If you compare the rent of these lands ” (lie 
erroneously includes in tins economic category the tribute of the 
taskmen to the clan-chief) “ with the extent, it appears very small. 
If you compare it with the numbers fed upon the farm, you will 
find that an estate in the Highlands maintains, perhaps, ten times as 
many people as another of the same value in a good and fertile 
province ” (1. c., vol. i., ch. xvi., p. 104). 

® James Anderson, Observations on the means of exciting a spirit 
of National Industry, &c., Edinburgh, 1777. 

^ In i860 the people expropriated by force were exported to 
Canada under false pretences. Some fled to the mountains and 
neighbouring islands. They were followed by the police, eamc to 
blows with them and escaped. 

^ In the Highlands of Scotland,” says Buchanan, the commen- 
tator on Adam Smith, 1814, the ancient state of property is daily 
subverted. . . . The landlord, without regard to the hereditary 
tenant (a category used in error here), now offers his land to tlic 
highest bidder, who, if he is an improver, instantly adopts a new 
system of cultivation. The land, formerly overspread with small 
tenants or labourers, was peopled in proportion to its produce, but 
under the new system of improved cultivation and increased rents, 
the largest possible produce is obtained at the least possible expense : 
and the useless hands being, with tliis view, removed, the popula- 
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obtaining in the 19th century, the '' clearing made 
by the Duchess of Sutlierland will suffice here. This 
person, well instructed in economy, resolved, on 
entering upon her government, to effect a radical 
cure, and to turn the whole country, whose population 
had already been, by earher processes of the like kind, 
reduced to 15,000, into a sheep-walk. From 1814 to 
1820 these 15,000 inhabitants, about 3,000 families, 
were systematically hunted and rooted out. All tlieir 
villages were destroyed and burnt, all their fields 
turned into pasturage. British soldiers enforced tliis 
eviction, and came to blows with the inhabitants. 
One old woman was burnt to death in tlie flames of 
the hut, which she refused to leave. Thus tliis fine 
lady appropriated 794,000 acres of land that had from 
time immemorial belonged to the clan. She assigned 
to the expelled inhabitants about 6,000 acres on the 

tion is reduced, not to what the land will maintain, but to w^hat it 
will employ. The dispossessed tenants cither seek a subsistence in 
die neighbouring towns,” &:c. — (David Buchanan, Observations on, 
&c., A. Smith's Wealth of Nations, Edinburgh, 1814, vol. iv., p. 
144,) “ The Scotch grandees dispossessed families as they would 
grub up coppice-wood, and they treated villages and their people 
as Indians harassed with wild beasts do, in their vengeance, a jungle 
with tigers. . . . Man is bartered for a fleece or a carcass of mutton, 
nay, held cheaper. . . . Why, how much worse is it than the 
intention of the Moguls, who, when they had broken into the 
north eni provinces of China, proposed in council to exterminate 
the inhabitants, and convert the land into pasture. This proposal 
many Highland proprietors have effected in dieir own country 
against their own countrymen.” — (George Ensor, An inquiry con-- 
corning the population of nations, Lond., 1818, pp. 215, 216.) 
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sea-shore — 2 acres per family. The 6,000 acres had 
until this time lain waste, and brought in no income 
to their owners. The Duchess, in the nobility of her 
heart, actually went so far as to let these at an average 
rent of 2s. 6d. per acre to the clansmen, who for 
centuries had shed their blood for her family. The 
whole of the stolen clan-land she divided into 29 great 
sheep farms, each inhabited by a single family, for the 
most part imported English farm-servants. In the 
year 1835 die 15,000 Gaels were already replaced by 
131,000 sheep. The remnant of the aborigines flung 
on the sea-shore, tried to live by catching fish. They 
became amphibious and lived, as an English author 
says, half on land and half on water, and withal only 
half on both.^ 

But the brave Gaels must expiate yet more bitterly 
their idolatry, romantic and of the mountains, for the 

great men of die clan. The smell of dicir fish rose 
to the noses of die great men. They scented some pro- 
fit in it, and let the sea-shore to the great fislimongcrs 

^ When the present Duchess of Sutherland entertained Mrs. 
Beecher Stowe, authoress of Uncle Tonfs Cnbin, witli great magnifi- 
cence in London, to show her sympathy for the negro slaves of the 
American republic — a sympathy that she prudently forgot, with 
her fellow-aristocrats, during the civil war, in which every noble 
English heart beat for the slave-owner — 1 gave in the New York 
Tribune the facts about the Sutherland slaves. (Epitomized in part 
by Carey in Tbe Slave Trader London, 1853, pp, 202, 203.) My 
article was reprinted in a Scotch newspaper, and led to a pretty 
polemic between the latter and the sycophants of the Sutlierlands. 
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of London. For the second time the Gaels were 
hunted out.^ 

But, finally, part of die sheep-wallcs are turned into 
deer preserves. Every one knows that there are no 
real forests in England. The deer in tlie parks of the 
great are demurely domestic catde, fat as London 
aldermen. Scodand is therefore die last refuge of the 
‘‘ noble passion.’’ '' In die Highlands,” says Somers 
in 1S48, '‘new forests are springing up like mush- 
rooms. Here, on one side of Gaick, you have the new 
forest of Glenfeshie ; and diere on the other you 
have the new forest of Ardverikie. In the same Hne 
you have the Black Mount, an immense waste also 
recently erected. From east to west — from the neigh- 
bourhood of Aberdeen to the crags of Oban — ^you 
have now a continuous line of forests ; while in other 
parts of die Highlands there are the new forests of 
Loch Archaig, Glengarry, Glenmoriston, &c- Sheep 
were introduced into glens which had been the seats 
of communities of small farmers ; and the latter were 
driven to seek subsistence on coarser and more sterile 
tracks of soil. Now deer are supplanting sheep ; and 
these are once more dispossessing die small tenants, 
who will necessarily be driven down upon still coarser 

^ Interesting details on this fish trade will be found in Mr. David 
Urquhart^s Portfolio, new series. — Nassau W. Senior, in his pos- 
thumous work, already quoted, terms “ the proceedings in Suther- 
landshirc one of the most beneficent clearings since the memory of 
man (1. c.j. 
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land and to more grinding penury. Deer forests ^ 
and the people cannot co-exist. One or other of the 
two must yield. Let the forests be increased in number 
and extent during the next quarter of a century, as 
they have been in the last, and the Gaels will perisli 
from their native soil. . , . This movement among the 
Highland proprietors is with some a matter of am- 
bition . . . with some love of sport . . . wliilc others, 
of a more practical cast, follow the trade in deer with 
an eye solely to profit. For it is a fact, that a mountain 
range laid in forest is, in many cases, more profitable 
to die proprietor than when let as a sheep-walk. . . . 
The huntsman who wants a deer forest limits his 
offers by no other calculation than the extent of his 
purse. . . . Sufferings have been inflicted in the High- 
lands scarcely less severe than diose occasioned by tlie 
pohey of the Norman kings. Deer have received 
extended ranges, while men have been hunted within 
a narrower and still narrower circle. . . . One after 
one the liberties of the people have been cloven down. 

. . . And the oppressions arc daily on the increase. . . . 
The clearance and dispersion of the people is pursued 
by the proprietors as a settled principle, as an agri- 
cultural necessity, just as trees and brushwood arc 


^ The deer forests of Scotland contain not a single tree. The sheep 
are driven from, and then the deer driven to, the naked liills, and 
then it is called a deer forest. Not even timber planting and real 
forest culture. 


44 



Expropriation of the Agricultural Population 

cleared from the wastes of America or Australia ; 
and the operation goes on in a quiet, business-like 
way, &c.” ^ 

^ Robert Somers, Letters from the Highlands : or the Famine of 
1847. London, 1S48, pp. 12-2S, passim. These letters originally 
appeared in the Times. The English economists of course explained 
the famine of the Gaels in 1847, by their over-population. At all 
events, they “ were pressing on their food-supply.’’ The “ clearing 
of estates,” or as it is called in Germany “ Bauernlegcn,” occurred in 
Germany especially after the 30 years’ war, and led to peasant- 
revolts as late as 1790 in Kursachsen. It obtained especially in East 
Germany. In most of the Prussian provinces, Frederick 11 . for the 
first time secured right of property for the peasants. After the con- 
quest of Silesia he forced the landlords to rebuild the huts, bams, &c., 
and to provide the peasants with cattle and implements. He wanted 
soldiers for his army and taxpayers for his treasury. For the rest, 
the pleasant life that the peasant led under Frederick’s system of 
finance and hodge-podge rule of despotism, bureaucracy and feudal- 
ism, may be seen from the following quotation from his admirer, 
Mirabeau : “ Le lin fait done une des grandes richesscs du culti- 
vateur dans le Nord de FAUemagne. Malheurcusement pour 
Fespece humaine, ce n’est qu’une ressourcc centre la mis<bre et non 
un moyen de bicn-ctre. Les impots directs, les corvees, Ics 
servitudes de tout genre, ecrasent le cultivateur allcmand, qui paic 
encore dcs impots indirects dans tout ce qu’il achetc. . . . ct pour 
comble dc mine, il n’ose pas vendre ses productions ou ct coinme il 
Ic veut ; il n’osc pas achetcr cc dont il a besoin aux marchands qui 
pourraient le lui livrer au meilieiir prix. Toutes ccs causes Ic ruinent 
insensiblcment, et il se trouverait hors d’etat dc payer les impots 
directs a I’echcancc sans la filcric ; elle lui offre unc rcssource, en 
occupant utilement sa femme, ses enfants, ses servants, ses valets, et 
lui-memc ; mais quelle penible vie, meme aidee dc ce secoursl En 
et6, il travaillc comme un format au labourage et a la rdcolte ; il sc 
couche a neuf heures et sc leve h deux, pour suffire aux travaux ; en 
hiver il devrait reparcr ses forces par un plus grand repos ; mais il 
manquera de grains pour le pain et Ics semaiUcs, s’il se defait dcs 
denrees qu’il faudrait vendre pour payer les impots. 11 faut done 
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The spoliation of the church's property, the fraudu- 
lent alienation of the State domains, the robbery of 
the common lands, the usurpation of feudal and clan 
property, and its transformation into niodcni private 
property under circumstances of reckless terrorism. 


filer pour supplier a ce vide. . . , il faiit y apporter la plus i:;randc 
assiduite. Aussi le paysan sc couchc-t-ii on hiver a iiiiiuiif, une 
heure, et se leve a cinq ou six ; ou bien il se couchc a ucuf, et se 
leve a deux, et ccla tous Ics jours do la vie si ce n’est le diiuanche. 
Ces exc^s de veille et de travail usent la nature huinainc, et de la 
vient qu’hommes et femmes viedlissent beaucoup plutot dans les 
campagnes que dans les villes.” — (Mirabeau, 1. c., t. IIL, pp. 212, 
sqq.) 

Note to the second edition. In April 1866, 18 years after the 
publication of the work of Robert Somers quoted above, Professor 
Leone Levi gave a lecture before the Society of Arts on the transfor- 
mation of sheep-walks into deer forest, in which he depicts the 
advance in the devastation. of the Scottish Highlands. He says, with 
other things : “ Depopulation and transformation into Sleep- 
walks were the most convenient means for getting an income with- 
out expenditure. ... A deer forest in place of a sheep-walk was 
a common change in the Highlands. Tlie landowners turned out 
the sheep as they once turned out the men from tlicir estates, and 
welcomed the new tenants— the wild beasts and the feathered birds. 

. . . One can walk from the Earl of Dalhousie’s estates in Forfar- 
shire to John o’ Groats, without ever leaving forest land. ... In 
many of tliese woods the fox, the wild cat, the marten, the polecat, 
the weasel and the Alpine hare are common ; whilst the rabbit, the 
squirrel and the rat have lately made their way into the country. 
Immense tracts of land, much of which is described in the statistical 
account of Scotland as having a pasturage in richness and extent of 
very superior description, are thus shut out from ail cultivation and 
improvement, and are solely devoted to the sport of a few ixTsons 
for a very brief period of the year.” The London Economist of j une 3, 

1 86(5, says: Amongst the items of news in a Scotch paper of last 
week, we read . . . ‘ One of the finest sheep farms in Sutherland- 
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were just so many idyllic methods of primitive accu- 
mulation. They conquered the field for capitalistic 
agriculture, made the soil part and parcel of capital, 
and created for the town industries the necessary supply 
of a free ” and outlawed proletariat. 


shire, for which a rent of /^i,200 a year was recently offered, on the 
expiry of the existing lease this year, is to be converted into a deer 
forest.’ Here wc see the modern instincts of feudalism . . . 
operating pretty much as they did when the Norman Conqueror 
. . . destroyed 36 villages to create the New Forest. . . . Two 
millions of acres . , , totally laid waste, embracing within their 
area some of the most fertile lands of Scotland. The natural grass 
of Glen Tilt was among the most nutritive in the county of Perth. 
The deer forest of Ben Aulder was by far the best grazing ground 
in the wide district of Badenoch ; a part of the Black Adount forest 
was the best pasture for black-faced sheep in Scotland. Some idea 
of the ground laid waste for purely sporting purposes in Scotland 
may be formed from the fact that it embraced an area larger than 
the whole county of Perth. The resources of the forest of Ben 
Aulder might give some idea of the loss sustained from the forced 
desolations. The ground would pasture 15,000 sheep, and as it was 
not more than one-thirtieth part of the old forest ground in Scotland 
.... it might, dec. . . . All that forest land is as totally unpro- 
ductive. ... It might thus as well have been submerged under the 
waters of the German Ocean. . . . Such extemporized wildernesses 
or deserts ought to be put down by the decided interference of the 
Legislature.” 
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BLOODY LEGISLATION AGAINST THE EX- 
PROPRIATED, FROM THE END OF THE 
15TH CENTURY. FORCING DOWN OF 
WAGES BY ACTS OF PARLIAMENT 

The proletariat created by the breaking up of the 
bands of feudal retainers and by the forcible expro- 
priation of die people from the soil, this “ free ” 
proletariat could not possibly be absorbed by the 
nascent manufactures as fast as it was thrown upon 
the world. On die odier hand, these men, suddenly 
dragged from dieir wonted mode of life, could not 
as suddenly adapt themselves to the discipline of their 
new condition. They were turned cn masse into 
beggars, robbers, vagabonds, partly from inclination, 
in most cases from stress of circumstances. Hence at 
die end of the 15th and during the whole of the 16th 
century, diroughout Western Europe a bloody legis- 
lation against vagabondage. The fadicrs of the present 
working-class were chastised for their enforced trans- 
formation into vagabonds and paupers. Legislation 
treated them as “ voluntary ” criminals, and assumed 
that it depended on their own goodwill to go on 

' 48 



Legislation against the Expropriated 

working under the old conditions that no longer 
existed. 

In England tliis legislation began under Henry VII. , 

Henry VIIL, 1530 : Beggars old and unable to work 
receive a beggar’s hccnce. On the other hand, whip- 
ping and imprisonment for sturdy vagabonds. They 
arc to be tied to the cart-tail and wliipped until the 
blood streams from their bodies, then to swear an 
oath to go back to their birthplace or to where they 
have hved the last tliree years and to put themselves 
to labour.” What grim irony ! In 27 Henry VIII. 
the former statute is repeated, but strengthened with 
new clauses. For the second arrest for vagabondage 
tlie whipping is to be repeated and half the ear sliced 
off; but for the third relapse die offender is to be 
executed as a hardened a*immal and enemy of the 
common weal. 

Edward VI. : A statute of the first year of his 
reign, 1547, ordains that if any one refuses to work, he 
shall bo condemned as a slave to die person who has 
denounced him as an idler. The master shall feed his 
slave on bread and water, weak broth and such refuse 
meat as he thinks fit. He has die right to force him 
to do any work, no matter how disgusting, with whip 
and chains. If the slave is absent a fortnight, he is 
condemned to slavery for life and is to be branded 
on forehead or back with the letter S ; if he runs 
away thrice, he is to be executed as a felon. The 
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master can sell liim, bequeath him, let him out on 
hire as a slave, just as any other personal chattel or 
cattle. If the slaves attempt anything against the 
masters, they arc also be to executed. Justices of the 
peace, on information, arc to himt the rascals down. 
If it happens that a vagabond has been idling about 
for three days, he is to be taken to his birthplace, 
branded with a redhot iron with the letter V on the 
breast and be set to work, in chains, in the streets or 
at some other labour. If the vagabond gives a false 
birthplace, he is then to become the slave for life of 
this place, of its inhabitants, or its corporation, and to 
be branded v/ith an S. All persons have the right to 
take away the children of the vagabonds and to keep 
them as apprentices, the young men until the 24th 
year, the girls until the 20th. If they run away, they 
are to become up to this age the slaves of their masters, 
who can put them in irons, whip them. See., if they 
like. Every master may put an iron ring round the 
neck, arms or legs of his slave, by which to know him 
more easily and to be more certain of him.^ The last 
part of this statute provides, that certain poor people 
may be employed by a place or by persons, who are 
willing to give diem food and drink and to find them 

^ The author of the Essay on Trade, etc., 1770, says, “ In the 
reign of Edward VI. indeed the English seem to have set, in good 
earnest, about encouraging nianufactures and employing the poor. 
This we learn from a remarkable statute which runs thus : ‘ That all 
vagrants shall be branded, dec." ” (I c., p. 5). 
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work. This kind of parish-slaves was kept up in 
England until far into the 19th century under die name 
of “ roundsmen.” 

Elizabeth, 1572 : Unlicensed beggars above 14 
years of age are to be severely flogged and branded on 
the left car unless some one will take them into service 
for two years ; in case of a repetition of the offence, 
if diey are over 18, they are to be executed, unless 
some one will take them into service for two years ; 
but for die third offence they are to be executed with- 
out mercy as felons. Similar statutes : 18 Elizabeth, 
c. 13, and another of 1597.^ 

^ Thomas More says in his Utopia : ‘‘ Therefore that on covetous 
and unsatiable cormaraunte and very plage of his native contrey 
maye compasse aboute and inclose many thousand akers of grounde 
together within one pale or hedge, the husbandmen be thrust owte 
of their owne, or els either by coneyne and fraude, or by violent op- 
pression they be put besydes it, or by wrongs and iniuries thci be so 
weried that they be compelled to sell all : by one meanes, therfore, 
or by other, cither by hooke or crooke they muste needes departe 
awaye, poorc, sclyc, wretched soules, men, women, husbands, 
wiues, fatherlesse children, widowes, wofull mothers with their 
yonge babes, and their whole household smal in substance, and 
inuchc in numbre, as husbandryc requireth many handcs. Av/aye 
thci trudge, I say, owte of their knowen accustomed houses, 
fyndynge no place to rcste in. All their housholdc stuffe, wliich is 
very httlc wooithe, thoughe it might well abide the sale : yet 
beeyngc sodainely thruste owte, they be constrayned to sell it for a 
thing of nought. And when they haue wandered abrode tyll that 
be spent, what can they then els doe but steale, and then iustly pardy 
be hanged, or els go about beggyng. And yet then also they be 
caste in prison as vagaboundcs, because they go aboute and worke 
not : whom no man wyl set a worke though thei neuer so willyngly 
profre themsclues tlicrto/’ Of these poor fugitives of whom 
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James L : Any one wandering about and begging 
is declared a rogue and a vagabond. Justices ot the 
peace in petty sessions arc authorized to have them 
pubHcly wliipped and for the first oftence to imprison 
tliem for 6 mondis, for the second for 2 years. Whilst 
in prison they are to be whipped as much and as often 
as the justices of the peace think fit. . . . Incorrigible 
and dangerous rogues are to be branded with an R on 
the left shoulder and set to hard labour, and if tliey are 
caught begging again, to be executed without mercy. 
These statutes, legally binding until the beginning of 
the 1 8th century, were only repealed by I3 Ann, c. 33 . 

Similar laws in France, where by the middle of the 
17th century a kingdom of vagabonds (truands) was 
estabhshed in Paris, Even at the beginning of Louis 
XVL’s reign (Ordinance of July 13th, 1777) every 

Thomas More says tliat they were forced to thieve, “ 7,200 great and 
petty thieves were put to death,” in the reign of Henry VIII. — 
(HolHnshcd, Description of Enc^land^ Vol. i., p. 186.) In Elizabeth’s 
time, “ rogues were trussed up apace, and that there was not one 
year commonly wherein three or four hundred were not devoured 
and eaten up by the gallowcs.” — (Strype’s Atmols of the Riforma- 
tion and Establishment of Rvlii^ion, and other Various Occurrences 
in the Church of England during Queen Elizabeth’s Happy Reign. 
Second ed., 1725, Vol. 2.) According to tliis same Strype, in 
Somersetshire, in one year, 40 persons were executed, 35 robbers 
burnt in the hand, 37 whipped, and 183 discharged as ‘‘ incorrigible 
vagabonds.” Nevertheless, he is of opinion that this large number 
of prisoners does not comprise even a fifth of the actual criminals, 
thanks to the negHgence of the justices and the foolish compassion 
of the people ; and the other counties of England were not better 
off in this respect than Somersetshire, while some were even worse. 
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man in good health from i6 to 6o years of age, if 
without means of subsistence and not practising a 
trade, is to be sent to the galleys. Of the same nature 
are the statute of Charles V. for the Netherlands 
(October, 1537), the first edict of the States and Towns 
of Holland (March 10, 1614), the ‘‘ Plakaat ” of the 
United Provinces (June 26, 1649), 

Thus were the agricultural people, first forcibly 
expropriated from the soil, driven from their homes, 
turned into vagabonds, and then whipped, branded, 
tortured by laws grotesquely terrible, into the disci- 
pline necessary for tlie wage system. 

It is not enough that the conditions of labour are 
concentrated in a mass, in the shape of capital, at the 
one pole of society, while at the other are grouped 
masses of men, who have nothing to sell but their 
labour-power. Neither is it enough that they are 
compelled to sell it voluntarily. The advance of 
capitalist production, develops a working-class, which 
by education, tradition, habit, looks upon the con- 
ditions of that mode of production as self-evident 
laws of nature. The organization of the capitalist 
process of production, once fully developed, breaks 
down all resistance. The constant generation of a 
relative surplus-population keeps the law of supply 
and demand of labour, and therefore keeps wages, 
in a rut that corresponds with die wants of capital. 
The dull compulsion of economic relations completes 

53 



Karl Marx 

the subjection of the labourer to tlie capitalist. Direct 
force, outside economic conditions, is of course still 
used, but only exceptionally. In the ordinary run of 
things, the labourer can be left to the “ natural laws 
of production,” i.e., to his dependence on capital, a 
dependence springing from, and guaranteed in per- 
petuity by, the conditions of production diemselves. 
It is otherwise during the historic genesis of capitalist 
production. The bourgeoisie, at its rise, wants and 
uses the power of the state to “ regulate ” wages, 
i.e., to force them within die limits suitable for surplus- 
value making, to lengthen the working-day and to 
keep the labourer himself in the normal degree of 
dependence. This is an essential element of die so- 
called primitive accumulation. 

The class of wage-labourers, which arose in the 
latter half of die 14th century, formed then and in 
the follovong century only a very small part of the 
population, well protected in its position by the inde- 
pendent peasant proprietary in the country and the 
guild-organization in the town. In country and town 
master and workmen stood close together socially. 
The subordination of labour to capital was only 
formal — i.e., the mode of production itself had as yet 
no specific capitalistic character. Variable capital 
preponderated greatly over constant. The demand 
for wage-labour grew, dierefore, rapidly with every 
accumulation of capital, wliilst the supply of wage- 
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labour followed but slowly. A large part of the 
national product, changed later into a fund of capitaHst 
accumulation, then still entered into the consumption 
fund of the labourer. 

Legislation on wage-labour, (from tlie first, aimed 
at the exploitation of the labourer and, as it advanced, 
always equally hostile to him),^ is started in England 
by the Statute of Labourers, of Edward III., 1349. 
The ordinance of 1350 in France, issued in the name of 
King John, corresponds with it. Enghsh and French 
legislation run parallel and are identical in purport. So 
far as the labour-statutes aim at compulsory extension 
of the working-day, I do not return to them, as this 
point was treated earlier (Chap. X., Section 5). 

The Statute of Labourers was passed at the urgent 
instance of the House of Commons. A Tory says 
naively : “ Formerly the poor demanded such high 
wages as to threaten industry and wealdi. Next, 
their wages are so low as to threaten industry and 
wealth equally and perhaps more, but in another 
way.” ^ A tariff of wages was fixed by law for town 
and country, for piece-work and day-work. The 

^ “ Wlienevcr the legislature attempts to regulate the differences 
between masters and their workmen, its counsellors arc always 
the masters,” says A, Smith. “ L’esprit des lois, e’est la propridt^’^ 
says Linguet. 

^ Sophisms of Free Trade. By a Barrister. Lond., 1850, p, 53. 
He adds maliciously : “We were ready enough to interfere for the 
employer, can nothing now be done for the employed ? ” 
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agricultural labourers were to hire themselves out by 
the year, the town ones in open market.’’ It was 
forbidden, under pain of imprisonment, to pay higher 
wages than those fixed by die statute, but the taking 
of higher wages was more severely punished than 
the giving them. [So also in Sections i8 and 19 of 
the Statute of Apprentices of Ehzabeth, ten days’ 
imprisonment is decreed for him that pays the higlier 
wages, but twenty-one days for him that receives 
them,] A statute of 1360 increased die penalties and 
audiorized the masters to extort labour at the legal 
rate of wages by corporal punishment. All com- 
binations, contracts, oaths, &c., by which masons and 
carpenters reciprocally bound diemsclves, were de- 
clared null and void. Coalition of the labourers is 
treated as a heinous crime from die 14th century J:o 
1825, die year of the repeal of the laws against 
Trades Unions. The spirit of die Statute of Labourers 
of 1349 and of its oftshoots, comes out clearly in the 
fact, that indeed a maximum of wages is dictated by 
the State, but on no account a minimum. 

Ill the i6th century, the condition of the labourers 
had, as wc know, become much worse. The money 
wage rose, but not in proportion to the depreciation 
of money and the corresponding rise in die prices of 
commodities. Wages, therefore, in reality fell. 
Nevertheless, the laws for keeping them down re- 
mained in force, together widi the ear-cHpping and 
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branding of those whom no one was willing to take 
into service/’ By the Statute of Apprentices, 5 Eliza- 
beth, c. 3, the justices of the peace were empowered 
to fix certain wages and to modify them according 
to the time of tlie year and the price of commodities. 
James 1 . extended these regulations of labour also to 
weavers, spinners, and all possible categories of 
workers.^ George IL extended the laws against 
coalitions of labourers to manufactures. In the manu- 
facturing period par excellence, the capitalist mode of 
production had become sufficiently strong to render 
legal regulation of wages as impracticable as it was 

^ From a clause of Statute 2 of James I., c. 6, we see that certain 
clothmakers took upon themselves to dictate, in their capacity of 
justices of the peace, the official tariff of wages in their own shops. In 
"Germany, especially after the Thirty Years’ War, statutes for keeping 
down wages were general. The want of servants and labourers 
was very troublesome to the landed proprietors in the depopulated 
districts. All villagers were forbidden to let rooms to single men 
and women ; all the latter were to be reported to the authorities 
and cast into prison if they were unwilling to become servants, even 
if they were employed at any other work, such as sowing seeds for 
the peasants at a daily wage, or even buying and selling com. 
(Imperial privileges and sanctions for Silesia, I., 25.) For a whole 
century in the decrees of the small German potentates a bitter cry 
goes up again and again about the wicked and impertinent rabble 
that will not reconcile itself to its hard lot, will not be content 
with the legal wage ; the individual landed proprietors are for- 
bidden to pay more than the State had fixed by a tariff. And yet 
the conditions of service were at times better after the war than 
100 years later ; the farm servants of Silesia had, in 1652, meat twice 
a week, whilst even in our century, districts are known where they 
have it only three times a year. Further, wages after the war were 
higher than in the following century.” (G. Freitag.) 
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unnecessary ; but the ruling classes were unwilling 
in case of necessity to be without the weapons oi the 
old arsenal. Still, 8 George II. forbade a liigher day’s 
wage than 2S. y^d. for journeymen tailors in and 
around London, except in cases of general mourning ; 
still, 13 George III., c. 68, gave the regulation of the 
wages of silk-weavers to die justices of the peace ; 
still, m 1706, it required two judgments of the higher 
courts to decide, whether the mandates of justices 
of the peace as to wages held good also for non- 
agricultural labourers ; still, in 1799, an act of Parlia- 
ment ordered that the wages of the Scotch miners 
should continue to be regulated by a statute of Eliza- 
beth and two Scotch acts of 1661 and 1671. How 
completely in the meantime circumstances had 
changed, is proved by an occurrence unheard-of before 
in the English Lower House. In that place, where for 
more than 400 years laws had been made for the 
maximum, beyond which wages absolutely must not 
rise, Whitbread in 1796 proposed a legal minimum 
wage for agricultural labourers. Pitt opposed this, 
but confessed that the “ condition of die poor was 
cruel.” Finally, in 1813, die laws for the regulation 
of wages were repealed. They were an absurd 
anomaly, since the capitalist regulated his factory by 
his private legislation, and could by die poor-rates 
make up the wage of the agricultural labourer to the 
indispensable minimum. The provisions of the 
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labour statutes as to contracts between master and 
workman, as to giving notice and the like, which 
only allow of a civil action against the contract- 
breaking master, but on the contrary permit a criminal 
action against the contract-breaking workman, are 
to this hour (1873) in full force. The barbarous laws 
against Trades Unions fell in 1835 before the threaten- 
ing bearmg of the proletariat. Despite this, they fell 
only in part. Certain beautiful fragments of the old 
statute vanished only in 1859. FmaUy, the act of 
Parhament of June 29, 1871, 'made a pretence of 
removing the last traces of this class of legislation by 
legal recognition of Trades Unions. But an act of 
Parhament of the same date (an act to amend the 
criminal law relating to violence, threats, and molesta- 
tion), re-estabhshed, in point of fact, the former state 
of things in a new shape. By this Parhamentary 
escamotage the means which the labourers could use 
in a strike or lock-out were withdrawn from the laws 
common to ah. citizens, and placed under exceptional 
penal legislation, the interpretation of which fell to 
the masters themselves in their capacity as justices of 
the peace. Two years earher, the same House of 
Commons and the same Mr. Gladstone in the well- 
known straightforward fashion brought in a bill for 
the abohtion of all exceptional penal legislation against 
the working-class. But this was never allowed to go 
beyond the second reading, and the matter was thus 
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protracted until at last the “ great Liberal party,” by 
an albance with the Tories, found courage to turn 
against the very proletariat that had carried it into 
power. Not content with this treachery, die “ great 
Liberal party ” allowed the English judges, ever com- 
plaisant in the service of die ruling classes, to dig up 
again the earlier laws against “ conspiracy,” and to 
apply them to coahtions of labourers. We sec that only 
against its will and under the pressure of die masses 
did the English Parliament give up the laws against 
Strikes and Trades Unions, after it had itself, for 500 
years, held, with shameless egoism, the position of a 
permanent Trades Union of the capitaHsts against the 
labourers. 

During the very first storms of the revolution, the 
French bourgeoisie dared to take away from die 
workers the right of association but just acquired. By 
a decree of June 14, 1791, they declared all coalidon 
of the workers as “ an attempt against Hberty and the 
declararion of die rights of man,” punishable by a 
fine of 500 livres, together with deprivation of the 
rights of an aedve citizen for one ycar.^ This law 

^ Article 1. of this law runs ; L’aiicantissemcnt dc toutc cspccc dc 
corporations du memc etat et profession etant Fuiic dcs bases fonda- 
mentales dc la constitution fran9aise, il cst defendu de les retablir de 
fait sous quelque pre^texte et sous quclque forme que cc soitF’ 
Article IV. declares, that if “ des citoyens attaches aux incmes 
professions, arts et metiers prenaient des deliberations, faisaiont entre 
eux des conventions tendantes a refuser de concert ou a n’accordcr 
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which, by means of State compulsion, confined the 
struggle between capital and labour within limits com- 
fortable for capital, has outlived revolutions and 
changes of dynasties. Even the Reign of Terror left 
it untouched. It was but quite recently struck out 
of the Penal Code. Nothing is more characteristic 
dian the pretext for this bourgeois coup d’etat. 

Granting, ’’ says Chapelier, the reporter of the Select 
Committee on this law, '' that wages ought to be a 
Httle higher than they are, . . . that they ought to be 
high enough for him that receives them, to be free 
from that state of absolute dependence due to the 
want of the necessaries of Hfe, and which is almost 
that of slavery,’’ yet the workers must not be allowed 
to come to any understanding about their own inter- 
ests, nor to act in common and thereby lessen their 
‘‘ absolute dependence, which is almost that of 
slavery ” ; because, forsooth, in doing this they injure 
the freedom of dieir cidevant masters, the present 
entrepreneurs,” and because a coalition against the 
despotism of the quondam masters of the corporations 
is — guess what ! — is a restoration of the corporations 
abolished by the French constitution.^ 

qu’a un prix determine le sccours de leur iiidustrie ou de leurs 
travaux, fes dites d^iberations et conventions . . . seront declarees 
inconstitutionnelles, attentatoires a la liberte et a la declaration des 
droits de Thomme, &c.” : felony, therefore, as in the old labour- 
statutes . — (Revolutions de Paris, Paris, 1791, t. III., p. 523.) 

^ Buchez et Roux, Histoire Parlementaire, t. x., p. 195. 
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Now that we have considered the forcible creation of 
a class of outlawed proletarians, the bloody discipline 
that turned them into wage-labourers, the disgraceful 
action of die state wliich employed the police to 
accelerate the accumulation of capital by increasing 
the degree of exploitation of labour, the question 
remains : whence came the capitalists originally >. 
For the expropriation of the agricultural population 
creates, directly, none but great landed proprietors. 
As far, however, as concerns die genesis of the farmer, 
we can, so to say, put our hand on it, because it is a 
slow process evolving through many centuries. The 
serfs, as well as the free small proprietors, held land 
under very different tenures, and were therefore 
emancipated under very different economic conditions. 
In England the first form of the farmer is the bailiff, 
himself a serf. His position is similar to that of the 
old Roman villicus, only in a more limited sphere of 
action. During die second half of the 14th century 
he is replaced by a farmer, whom the landlord pro- 
vides with seed, cattle and implements. His condition 
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is not very different from that of the peasant. Only he 
exploits more wage-labour. Soon he becomes a 
metayer, a half-farmer. He advances one part of tlie 
agricultural stock, the landlord die other. The two 
divide the total product in proportions determined 
by contract. This form quickly disappears in England, 
to give place to the farmer proper, who makes his 
own capital breed by employing wage-labourers, and 
pays a part of the surplus product, in money or in 
kind, to the landlord as rent. So long, during the 
15th century, as the independent peasant and die farm- 
labourer working for himself as well as for wages, 
enriched themselves by their own labour, the circum- 
stances of the farmer, and his field of production, were 
equally mediocre. The agricultural revolution which 
commenced in the last third of the 15th century, and 
continued during almost the whole of the i6th 
(excepting, however, its last decade), enriched liini 
just as speedily as it impoverished the mass of the 
agricultural people.^ 

The usurpation of the common lands allowed him 
to augment greatly his stock of cattle, almost without 
cost, whilst they yielded him a richer supply of manure 
for the tillage of the soil. To this was added, in the 

^ Harrison in his Description of England, says “ although perad- 
venture foure pounds of old rent be improved to fortie, toward the 
end of his term, if he have not six or seven veares rent lieng by him, 
fiftie or a hundred pounds, yet will the farmer thinke his gaines 
verie- small.’" 
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1 6 th century, a very important element. At that 
time the contracts for farms ran for a long time, often 
for 99 years. The progressive fall in the value of the 
precious metals, and therefore of money, brought the 
farmers golden fruit. Apart from all the other circum- 
stances discussed above, it lowered wages. A portion 
of the latter was now added to the profits of the firm. 
The continuous rise in the price of corn, wool, meat, 
in a word of all agricultural produce, swelled the 
money capital of the fanner without any action on 
his part, wliilst the rent he paid (being calculated on 
the old value of money) diminished in reality.-- Tims 

^ On the influence of the depreciation of money in the T6th 
century, on the diflierent classes of society, sec A Compendious or 
Briefe Examination of Certayne Ordinary complaints of Diuerse of onr 
Countrymen in these our days. By W. S., Gentleman. (London, 
1581.) The dialogue form of this work led people for a long time 
to ascribe it to Shakespeare, and even in 1751, it was publishcdhindcr 
his name. Its author is William Stafford. In one place the knight 
reasons as follows : 

Knight : “ You, my neighbour, the husbandman, you Muistcr 
Mercer, and you Goodman Cooper, with other artificers, may save 
yourselves mctely well. For as much as all things arc deercr than 
they .were, so much do you arise in the pryce of your wares and 
occupations that ye sell agayne. But we have nothing to sell where- 
by we might advance yc price there of, to counterva"^ile these things 
that we must buy agayne.” In another place the knight asks the 
doctor : “ I pray you, what be those sorts that yc mcane" And first, 
of those that ye thinke should have no lossc thereby ? — Doctor : 

I mean all those that live by buying and selling, for as they buy 
deare, they sell thereafter. Knight : What is the next sort that ye 
say would win by it ? Doctor : Marry, all such as have takings or 
fearmes in their owne manurance [cultivation] at the old rent, for 
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they grew rich at the expense both of tlieir labourers 
and tlieir landlords. No wonder therefore, that Eng- 
land, at the cud of the i6th century, had a class of 
capitalist farmers, rich, considering the circumstances 
of the time.^ 

where they pay after the olde rate they sell after the newe — that is, 
they payc for theire lande good chcape, and sell all things growing 
thereof dcare. Knight : What sorte is that wliich, ye sayde should 
have greater losse hereby, than these men had profit ? Doctor : 
It is all noblemen, gentlemen, and all other that Hve either by a 
stinted rent or stypend, or do not manure [cultivation] the ground, 
or doe occupy no buying and selling.” 

^ In France, the regisseur, steward, collector of dues for the feudal 
lords during the earlier part of the middle ages, soon became an 
homme d’affaires, who by extortion, cheating, &c., swindled 
himself into a capitalist. These regisseurs themselves were sometimes 
noblemen. E.g. “ C’est li compte que messire Jacques de Thoraine, 
chevalier chastelain sor Besangon rent es~seigneur tenant les comptes 
a Dijon pour monseigneur le due et comte do Bourgoigne, des rentes 
appartenant a la dite chastellenie, depuis xxve jour de decembre 
MCCCLIX jusqu’ au xxviiie jour de decembre MCCCLX.” — 
(Alexis Monteil, Histoire des Materiaiix mmiuscritSy etc., p. 244.) 
Already it is evident here how in all spheres of social life the lion’s 
share falls to the middleman. In the economic domain, e.g., finan- 
ciers, stock-exchange speculators, merchants, shopkeepers skim die 
cream ; in civil matters, the lawyer fleeces his clients ; in politics the 
representative is of more importance than the voters, the minister 
than the sovereign; in religion God is pushed into the background by 
the “ Mediator,” and the latter again is shoved back by the priests, 
the inevitable middlemen between the good shepherd and his sheep. 
In France, as in England, the great feudal territories were divided 
into innumerable small homesteads, but under conditions incom- 
parably more unfavourable for the people. During the 14th 
century arose the farms or terriers. Their number grew constantly, 
far beyond 100,000. They paid rents varying from to } of the 
product in money or in kind. These farms were fiefs, sub-fi^, See., 
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VOLUTION ON INDUSTRY. CREATION 
OF THE HOME MARKET FOR INDUS- 
TRIAL CAPITAL. 

The expropriation and expulsion of the agricultural 
population, intermittent but renewed again and again, 
supplied, as we saw, the town industries with a mass 
of proletarians entirely uncomiected with the corporate 
guilds and unfettered by them ; a fortunate circum- 
stance that makes old A. Anderson (not to be con- 
founded with James Anderson) in his History of Com- 
merce, believe in the direct intervention of Providence. 
We must still pause a moment on this element of 
primitive accumulation. The thinning-out of the 
independent, self-supporting peasants not only brought 
about the crowding together of die industrial pro- 

according to the value and extent of the domains, many of them 
only containing a few acres. But tliesc farmers had rights of juris- 
diction in some degree over the dwellers on the soil ; there were 
four grades. The oppression of the agricultural population under 
all these petty tyrants will be understood. Monteil says that there 
were once in France 160,000 judges, where to-day 4.000 tribunals, 
mcluding justices of the peace, siSice. 
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letariat, in the way that GeofFroy Saint Hilaire ex- 
plained the condensation of cosmical matter at one 
place, by its rarefaction at another^ In spite of the 
smaller number of its cultivators, the soil brought 
forth as much or more produce, after as before, because 
the revolution in the conditions of landed property 
was accompanied by improved methods of culture, 
greater co-operation, concentration of the means of 
production, See., and because not only were the agri- 
cultural wage-labourers put on the strain more in- 
tensely, ^ but tire field of production on which they 
worked for themselves, became more and more con- 
tracted. With the setting free of a part of the agri- 
cultural population, therefore, their former means of 
nourishment were also set free. They were now 
transformed into material elements of variable capital. 
The peasant, expropriated and cast adrift, must buy 
their value in the form of wages, from his new master, 
the industrial capitaHst. That which holds good of 
the means of subsistence holds with the raw materials 
of industry dependent upon home agriculture. They 
were transformed into an element of constant capital. 
Suppose, eg., a part of the Westphalian peasants, who, 
at the time of Frederic IL, all span flax, forcibly 
expropriated and hunted from the soil ; and the other 
part that remained, turned into day-labourers of large 

^ In his Notions cle Philosophie Naturelle, Paris, 1838. 

2 A point that Sir James Steuart emphasizes. 
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farmers. At the same time arise large establishments 
for flax-spinning and weaving, in which the men 
"‘set firee’’ now work for wages. The flax looks 
exactly as before. Not a fibre of it is changed, but a 
new social soul has popped into its body. It forms 
now a part of the constant capital of the master 
manufacturer. Formerly divided among a number of 
small producers, who cultivated it themselves and 
with their families spun it in retail fashion, it is now 
concentrated in the hand of one capitalist, who sets 
others to spin and weave it for him. The extra labour 
expended in flax-spinning realized itself formerly in 
extra income to numerous peasant families, or maybe, 
in Frederic 11. ’s time, in taxes pour le roi de Pnisse, 
It realizes itself now in profit for a few capitalists. 
The spindles and looms, formerly scattered over the 
face of the country, are now crowded together in a 
few great labour-barracks, together with the labourers 
and the raw material. And spindles, looms, raw 
material, are now transformed, from means of inde- 
pendent existence for the spinners and weavers, into 
means for commanding them and sucking out of 
them unpaid labour.^ One does not perceive, when 
looking at die large manufactories and the large farms, 

^ “ Je permettrai,’* says the capitalist, “ qiie vous ayev. rhonnciir 
de me servir, a condition que vous me donnez le peu qui vous restc 
^ur la peine que je prends de vous commander.” — J.-J* Rousseau, 
Discours sur VEconomie Politique.) 
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that they have originated from the throwing into one 
of many small centres of production, and have been 
built up by die expropriation of many small inde- 
pendent producers. Nevertheless, the popular intui- 
tion was not at fault. In the time of Mirabeau, tlie 
lion of the Revolution, the great manufactories were 
stiU called manufactures reunies, workshops thrown 
into one, as we speak of fields thrown into one. Says 
Mirabeau : “ We are only paying attention to the 
grand manufactories, in which hundreds of men work 
under a director and which are commonly called 
manufactures reunies. Those w'here a very large number 
of labourers work, each separately and on his own 
account, are hardly considered ; they are placed at an 
infinite distance from the others. This is a great error, 
as the latter alone make a really important object of 
national prosperity. . . . The large workshop (manu- 
facture reunie) will enrich prodigiously one or two 
entrepreneurs, but the labourers wiU only be journey- 
men, paid more or less, and will not have any share 
in the success of the undertaking. In the discrete 
workshop {manufacture separee^) on the contrary, no 
one will become rich, but many labourers wiU be com- 
fortable ; die saving and the industrious will be able 
to amass a Httle capital, to put by a litde for a birth 
of a child, for an illness, for themselves or dieir belong- 
ings. The number of saving and industrious labourers 
will increase, because diey will see in good conduct, 
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in activity, a means of essentially bettering their con- 
dition, and not of obtaining a small rise of wages that 
can never be of any importance for the future, and 
whose sole result is to place men in the position to 
Hve a Httle better, but only from day to day. . . . The 
large workshops, undertakings of certain private 
persons who pay labourers from day to day to work 
for their gain, may be able to put these private in- 
dividuals at their ease, but they will never be an object 
worth the attention of governments. Discrete work- 
shops, for the most part combined with cultivation 
of small holdings, are the only free ones.” ^ The 
expropriation and eviction of a part of the agricultural 
population not only set free for industrial capital, the 
labourers, their means of subsistence, and material for 
labour ; it also created the home market. 

In fact, the events that transformed the small peasants 
into wage-labourers, and their means of subsistence 
and of labour into material elements of capital, created, 
at tire same time, a home market for tlic latter. 
Formerly, the peasant family produced die means of 
subsistence and the raw materials, wliich they them- 
selves, for the most part, consumed. These raw 
materials and means of subsistence have now become 

^ 1 Mirabeau, 1 . c., t. III., pp. 30-109, passim. That Mirabcau con- 
siders the separate workshops more economic and productive than 
the “ combined,” and sees in the latter merely artificial exotics under 
government cultivation, is explained by the position at that time of 
a great part of the continental manufactures. 

70 



P.eaction of the Agricultural Revolution 

commodities ; the large fermer sells them, he finds his 
market in manufectures. Yam, linen, coarse woollen 
stuffs — things whose raw materials had been within 
the reach of every peasant family, had been spun and 
woven by it for its own use — were now transformed 
into articles of manufacture, to which the country 
districts at once served for markets. The many 
scattered customers, whom stray artisans until now 
had found in the numerous small producers working 
on their own account, concentrate themselves now 
into one great market provided for by industrial 
capital.^ Thus, hand in hand with the expropriation 
of the self-supporting peasants, with their separation 
from their means of production, goes the destruction 
of rural domestic industry, the process of separation 
between manufacture and agriculture. And only the 
destruction of rural domestic industry can give the 
internal market of a country that extension and con- 
sistence which the capitalist mode of production 
requires. Still the manufacturing period, properly 

^ “ Twenty pounds of wool converted unobtrusively into the 
yearly clothing of a labourer’s family by its own industry in the 
intervals of other work — this makes no show ; but bring it to 
market, send it to the factory, thence to the Ijrokcr, thence to 
the dealer, and you will have great commercial operations, and 
nominal capital engapd to the amount of twenty times its value. 
. . . The working-class is thus emerced to support a wretched 
factory population, a parasitical shop-keeping class, and a fictitious 
commercial, monetary, and financii system.” — (David Urquhart, 

1. C., p. 120.) 
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so-called, does not succeed in carrying out this trans- 
formation radically and completely. It will be re- 
membered that manufacture, properly so-called, con- 
quers but partially the domain of national production, 
and always rests on the handicrafts of the town and 
the domestic industry of the rural districts as its ulti- 
mate basis. If it destroys tliese in one form, in par- 
ticular branches, at certain points, it calls them up 
again elsewhere, because it needs diem for the pre- 
paration of raw material up to a certain point. It 
produces, therefore, a new class of small villagers who, 
while following tlie cultivation of the soil as an 
accessary calling, find their chief occupation in in- 
dustrial labour, the products of wliich diey sell to the 
manufacturers directly, or through die medium of 
merchants. Tliis is one, though not the chief, cause 
of a phencKmenon which, at first, puzzles the student 
of English history. From the last diird of the 15th 
century he finds continually complaints, only inter- 
rupted at certain intervals, about the encroachment of 
capitalist farming in the country districts, and the 
progressive destruction of the peasantry. On the 
other hand, he always finds this peasantry turning up 
again, although in diminished number, and always 
under worse conditions.^ The chief reason is ; Eng- 

^ Cromweirs time forms an exception. So lon^ as the Republic 
lasted, the mass of the English people of all grades rose from the 
degradation into which they had sunk under the Tudors. 
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land is at one time chiefly a cultivator of com, at 
another chiefly a breeder of cattle, in alternate periods, 
and with these the extent of peasant cultivation 
fluctuates. Modern Industry alone, and finally 
supphes, in macliinery, the lasting basis of capitalistic 
agriculture, expropriates radically the enormous 
majority of the agricultural population, and completes 
the separation between agriculture and rural domestic 
industry, whose roots — spinning and weaving — it 
tears up.^ It therefore also, for the first time, conquers 
for industrial capital the entire home market.^ 

^ Tuckett is aware that the modern woollen industry has sprung, 
with the introduction of machinery, from manufacture proper 
and from the destruction of rural and domestic industries. “ The 
plough, the yoke, were ‘ the invention of gods, and the occupation 
of heroes ’ ; are the loom, the spindle, the distaff, of less noble 
parentage ? You sever the distaff and the plough, the spindle and 
the yoke, and you get factories and poorhouses, credit and panics, 
two hostile nations, agricultural and commercial.'” — (David 
Urquhart, 1 . c., p. 122.) But now comes Carey, and cries out upon 
England, surely not with unreason, that it is trying to turn every other 
country into a mere agricultural nation, whose manufacturer is to 
be England. He pretends that in this way Turkey has been ruined, 
because “ the owners and occupants of land have never been per- 
mitted by England to strengthen themselves by the formation of 
that natural alliance between the plough and the loom, the hammer 
and the harrow .’’ — (The Slave Trade, p. 125.) According to him, 
Urquhart himself is one of the chief agents in the ruin of Turkey, 
where he had made free trade propaganda in the English interest. 
The best of it is that Carey, a great Russophile by the way, wants to 
prevent the process of separation by that very system of protection 
which accelerates it. 

2 Philanthropic English economists, Hke Mill, Rogers, Goldwin 
Smith, Fawcett, &c., and liberal manufacturers Hke John Bright & 
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The genesis of the industrial ^ capitalist did not pro- 
ceed in such a gradual way as that of the farmer. 
Doubtless many small guild-masters, and yet more 
independent small artisans, or even wage-labourers, 
transformed themselves into small capitalists, and 
(by gradually extending exploitation of wage-labour 
and corresponding accumulation) into fuU-blovra capi- 
talists, In the infancy of capitalist production, things 
often happened as in the infancy of mediaeval towns, 
where the question, wMch of the escaped serfs should 
be master and which servant, was in great part decided 
by the earlier or later date of their flight. The snail’s- 
pace of this method corresponded in no wise with the 
commercial requirements of the new world-market 

Co., ask the English landed proprietors, as God asked Cain after 
Abel, Where are our thousands of freeholders gone ? But where 
do you come from, then ? From the destruction of those free- 
holders. Why don’t you ask further, where arc the independent 
weavers, spinners, and artisans gone ? 

^ Industrial here in contramstinction to agricultural. In the 
“ categoric ” sense the farmer is an industrial capitalist as much as 
the manufacturer. 
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that the great discoveries of the end of the 15th 
century created. But the middle ages had handed 
down two distinct forms of capital, which mature 
in tlie most different economic social formations, and 
which, before the era of the capitalist mode of pro- 
duction, are considered as capital quand meme — 
usurer’s capital and merchant’s capital. 

“ At present, all the wealth of society goes first 
into the possession of the capitalist ... he pays the 
landowner his rent, the labourer his wages, the tax 
and tithe gatherer their claims, and keeps a large, 
indeed the largest, and a continually augmenting 
share, of the annual produce of labour for himself. 
The capitahst may now be said to be the first owner 
of all the wealth of the community, though no law 
has conferred on him the right to this property . . . 
this change has been effected by the taking of interest 
on capital . . . and it is not a little curious tliat all the 
lawgivers of Europe endeavoured to prevent this by 
statutes, viz., statutes against usury. . . . The power of 
the capitalist over all the wealth of the country is a 
complete change in the right of property, and by what 
law, or series of laws, was it effected s ” ^ The author 
should have remembered that revolutions are not 
made by laws. 

The money capital formed by means of usury and 

^ The Natural and Artificial Rights of Property Contrasted, Lond, 
1833, pp. 98-99. Author of the anonymous work. Then Hodgskin. 
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commerce was prevented from turning into industrial 
capital, in the country by the feudal constitution, in the 
towns by the guild organization.-^ These fetters 
vanished with the dissolution of feudal society, with 
the expropriation and partial eviction of the country 
population. The new manufactures were established 
at sea-ports, or at inland points beyond the control of 
the old municipalities and their guilds. Hence in 
England an embittered struggle of the corporate 
towns against tliese new industrial nurseries. 

The discovery of gold and silver in America, the 
extirpation, enslavement and entombment in mines 
of the aboriginal population, the beginning of tire 
conquest and looting of the East Indies, the turning 
of Africa into a warren for the commercial huntino; 
of black-skins, signalized the rosy dawn of die era 
of capitalist production. These idyllic proceedings 
are the chief momenta of primitive accumulation. 
On their heels treads die commercial war of die 
European nations, with the globe for a theatre. It 
begins with the revolt of the Netherlands from Spain, 
assumes giant dimensions in England’s anti-jacobin 
war, and is stfU going on in the opium wars against 
China, &c. 

The different momenta of primitive accumulation 

^ Even as late as 1794, the small cloth-makcrs of Leeds sent a 
deputation to Parliament, with a petition for a law to forbid any 
merchant from becoming a manufacturer. (Dr. Aikin, 1 . c.) 
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distribute themselves now, more or less in chrono- 
logical order, particularly over Spain, Portugal, Hol- 
land, France, and England. In England at the end of 
the 17th century, they arrive at a systematical com- 
bination, embracing the colonies, tlie national debt, 
tlie modem mode of taxation, and the protectionist 
system. These methods depend in part on brute force, 
e,g,, the colonial system. But they all employ the 
power of the State, the concentrated and organized 
force of society, to hasten, hothouse fashion, the pro- 
cess of transformation of the feudal mode of pro- 
duction into the capitalist mode, and to shorten the 
transition. Force is the midwife of every old society 
pregnant with a new one. It is itself an economic 
power. 

Of the Christian colonial system, W. Howitt, a 
man who makes a speciality of Christianity, says : 
“ The barbarities and desperate outrages of the so- 
called Christian race, throughout every region of the 
world, and upon every people they have been able to 
subdue, arc not to be paralleled by those of any other 
race, however fierce, how’ever untaught, and however 
reckless of mercy and of shame, in any age of the 
earth.” ^ The history of the colonial administration 

^ William Howitt : Colonization and Christianity : A Popular 
Plistory of the Treatment of the Natives by the Europeans in all their 
Colonies. London, 183 8, p. 9. On the treatment of the slaves there 
is a good compilation in Charles Comte. TraiM de la Legislation. 
3*“® 6d., Bruxelles, 1837. This subject one must study in detail, 
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of Holland — and Holland was the head capitalistic 
nation of the 17th century — “ is one of the most 
extraordinary relations of treachery, bribery, massacre, 
and meanness.” ^ Nothing is more characteristic 
than their system of stealing men, to get slaves for 
Java. The men stealers were trained for this purpose. 
The thief, the interpreter, and the seller, were the chief 
agents in this trade, native princes the chief sellers. 
The young people stolen, "were thrown into the secret 
dungeons of Celebes, until tliey were ready for sending 
to the slave-ships. An official report says : “ This one 
town of Macassar, e.g., is full of secret prisons, one 
more horrible than the other, crammed with un- 
fortunates, victims of greed and tyranny fettered m 
chains, forcibly tom firom their famihes.” To secure 
Malacca, the Dutch corrupted the Portuguese governor. 
He let them into the town in 1641. They hurried at 
once to his house and assassinated him, to “ abstain ” 
from the payment of ^21,87$, tlie price of his treason. 
Wherever they set foot, devastation and depopulation 
followed. Banjuwangi, a province of Java, in 1750 
numbered over 80,000 inhabitants, in 18 ii only 
18,000. Sweet commerce ! 

The English East India Company, as is well known, 

to see what the bourgeoisie makes of itself and of the labourer, 
wherever it can, without restraint, model the world after its own 
image. 

^ Thomas Stamford Raffles, late Lieut.-Gov. of that island : 
History of Java and its Dependencies, Tond*, 1S17, 
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obtained, besides the political rule in India, the ex- 
clusive monopoly of the tea-trade, as well as of the 
Chinese trade in general, and of the transport of goods 
to and from Europe. But the coasting trade of India 
and between the islands, as well as the internal trade 
of India, were the monopoly of the higher employes 
of the company. The monopolies of salt, opium, 
betel and other commodities, were inexhaustible mines 
of wealth. The employes themselves fixed the price 
and plundered at will the unhappy Hindus. The 
Governor-General took part in this private traffic. 
His favourites received contracts under conditions 
whereby they, cleverer than the alchemists, made gold 
out of nothing. Great fortunes sprang up like mush- 
rooms in a day ; primitive accumulation went on 
■without the advance of a shilling. The trial of Warren 
Hastings swarms -with such cases. Here is an instance. 
A contract for opium was given to a certain Sullivan 
at the moment of Iris departure on an official mission 
to a part of India far removed from the opium district. 
Sulhvan sold his contract to one Binn for ^(^40,000 ; 
Binn sold it the same day for ^^60,000, and the ultimate 
purchaser who carried out the contract declared that 
after all he realized an enormous gain. According 
to one of the lists laid before Parliament, the Company 
and its employes from 1757 to 1766 got 000,000 
from the Indians as gifts. Between 1769 and 1770, the 
English manufactured a famine by buying up all the 
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rice and refusing to sell it again, except at fabulous 
pricesd 

The treatment of the aborigines was, naturally, most 
frightful in plantation-colonies destined for export 
trade only, such as the West Indies, and in rich and 
well-populated countries, such as Mexico and India, 
that were given over to plunder. But even in the 
colonies properly so-called, the Christian character 
of primitive accumulation did not belie itself. Those 
sober virtuosi of Protestantism, the Puritans of New 
England, in 1703, by decrees of tlicir assembly set a 
premium of ^40 on every Indian scalp and every 
capmred red-skin : in 1720 a premium of ;^ioo on 
every scalp ; in 1744, after Massachusetts-Bay had 
proclaimed a certain tribe as rebels, the following 
prices : for a male scalp of 12 years and upwards 
;,(^ioo (new currency), for a male prisoner ^105, for 
women and children prisoners ^50, for scalps of 
women and children ^50. Some decades later, the 
colonial system took its revenge on the descendants 
of the pious pilgrim fathers, who had grown seditious 
in the meantime. At English instigation and for 
Enghsh pay they were tomahawked by rcd-.skms. 
The British Parliament proclaimed blood-hounds and 

^ In the year 1866 more than a million Hindus died of hunger 
in the province of Orissa alone. Nevertheless, the attempt was made 
to enrich the Indian treasui^ by the price at which tlie necessaries of 
life were sold to the starving people. 
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scalping as means that God and Nature had given into 
its hand.” 

The colonial system ripened, like a hothouse, trade 
and navigation. The societies MonopoHa ” of 
Luther were powerful levers for concentration of 
capital. The colonies secured a market for the 
budding manufactures, and, through the monopoly 
of the market, an increased accumulation. The 
treasures captured outside Europe by undisguised 
looting, enslavement, and murder, floated back to the 
mother-country and were there turned into capital. 
Holland, which first fully developed die colonial 
system, in 1648 stood already in die acme of its 
commercial greatness. It was in almost exclusive 
possession of the East Indian trade and the commerce 
between the south-east and north-west of Europe. 
Its fisheries, marine, manufactures, surpassed those 
of any other country. The total capital of the Repubhe 
was probably more important than that of all the rest 
of Europe put together.” Giilich forgets to add that 
by 1648, the people of Holland were more overworked, 
poorer and more brutally oppressed than those of all 
the rest of Europe put together. 

To-day industrial supremacy implies commercial 
supremacy. In the period of manufacture properly 
so-called, it is, on the other hand, the commercial 
supremacy that gives industrial predominance. Hence 
the preponderant role that the colonial system plays 

81 



Karl Marx 

at that time. It was “ the strange God ” who perched 
himself on the altar cheek by jowl with the old Gods 
of Europe, and one fine day with a shove and a kick 
chucked them all of a heap. It proclaimed surplus- 
value making as the sole end and aim of humanity. 

The system of public credit, i.c., of national debts, 
whose origin we discover in Genoa and Venice as 
early as the middle ages, took possession of Europe 
generally during the manufaemring period. The 
colonial system with its maritime ti'ade and com- 
mercial wars served as a forcing-house for it. Thus it 
first took root in Holland. National debts, i.e., the 
ahenation of the state — ^whether despotic, constitu- 
tional or republican — marked with its stamp the 
capitaHstic era. The only part of the so-called national 
wealth that actually enters into the collective posses- 
sions of modem peoples is — their national debt.^ 
Hence, as a necessary consequence, the modern doctrine 
that a nation becomes the richer the more deeply it 
is in debt. Public credit becomes the credo of capital. 
And with the rise of national debt-making, want of 
faith in the national debt takes the place of the blas- 
phemy against tire Holy Ghost, wliich may not be 
forgiven. 

The pubHc debt becomes one of the most powerful 

^ William Cobbett remarks that in England all public institutions 
pe designated “ royal ” ; as compensation for this, however, there 
is the “ national ” debt. 
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levers of primitive accumulation. As with the stroke 
of an enchanter’s wand, it endows barren money with 
the power of breeding and thus turns it into capital, 
witliout the necessity of its exposing itself to the 
troubles and risks inseparable from its employment in 
industry or even in usury. The state-creditors actually 
give nothing away, for the sum lent is transformed 
into public bonds, easily negotiable, which go on 
functioning in their hands just as so much hard cash 
would. But further, apart from the class of lazy 
annuitants thus created, and from the improvised 
wealth of the financiers, middlemen between die 
government and the nation — ^as also apart from the 
tax-farmers, merchants, private manufacturers, to 
whom a good part of every national loan renders the 
service of a capital fallen from heaven — the national 
debt has given rise to joint-stock companies, to deal- 
ings in negotiable effects of all kinds, and to agiotage, 
in a word to stock-exchange gambling and the modem 
bankocracy. 

At their birth tire great banks, decorated with 
national titles, were only associations of private 
speculators, who placed themselves by the side of 
governments, and, thanks to the privileges they re- 
ceived, were in a position to advance money to the 
state. Hence the accumulation of the national debt 
has no more infallible measure than the successive 
rise in the stock of these banks, whose full develop- 
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ment dates from the founding of the Bank of England 
in 1694. The Bank of England began with lending its 
money to the Government at 8 % ; at the same time 
it was empowered by Parliament to coin money out 
of the same capital, by lending it again to the public 
in the form of bank-notes. It was allowed to use 
these notes for discounting bills, making advances on 
commodities, and for bu^dng the precious metals. 
It was not long ere this credit-money, made by the 
bank itself, became the coin in which the Bank of 
England made its loans to the state, and paid, on 
account of the state, the interest on the public debt. 
It was not enough that the banic gave with one hand 
and took back more with the otlier ; it remained, 
even whilst receiving, the eternal creditor of the 
nation down to the last sliilling advanced. Gradually 
it became inevitably die receptacle of the metallic 
hoard of the country, and die centre of gravity of 
all commercial credit. What ejffect was produced 
on their contemporaries by the sudden uprising of this 
brood of bankocrats, financiers, rentiers, brokers, 
stock-jobbers, &c., is proved by the writings of that 
rime, e.g,, by Bolingbroke's.^ 

With die national debt arose an international credit 
system, which often conceals one of the sources of 

^ “ Si les Tartarcs iuondaicnt TEurope aujourd’hui, il faudrait bien 
des affaires pour leur faire entendre ce que e’est qu’un financier parini 
nous.” — ^Montesquieu, Esprit des lois, t. iv., p. 33, ed. Londres, 1769. 
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primitive accumulation in this or that people. Thus 
the vilknies of the Venetian diieving system formed 
one of the secret bases of the capital-wealth of Holland 
to whom Venice in her decadence lent large sums of 
money. So also was it with Holland and England. 
By the beginning of the i8th century the Dutch 
manufactures were far outstripped. Holland had 
ceased to be the nation preponderant in commerce and 
industry. One of its main lines of business, therefore, 
from 1701 to 1776, is the lending out of enormous 
amounts of capital, especially to its great rival England. 
The same thing is going on to-day between England 
and the United States. A great deal of capital, which 
appears to-day in the United States without any certi- 
ficate of birth, was yesterday, in England, the capital- 
ized blood of children. 

As die national debt finds its support in the public 
revenue, which must cover the yearly payments for 
interest, &c., the modern system of taxation was the 
necessary complement of the system of national loans. 
The loans enable die government to meet extra- 
ordinary expenses, widiout the tax-payers feeling it 
immediately, but they necessitate, as a consequence, 
increased taxes. On the other hand, the raising of 
taxation caused by die accumulation of debts con- 
tracted one after another, compels the government 
always to have recourse to new loans for new extra- 
ordinary expenses. Modem fiscality, whose pivot is 
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formed by taxes on the most necessary means of sub- 
sistence (thereby increasing their price), thus contains 
within itself the germ of automatic progression. Over- 
taxation is not an incident, but rather a principle. In 
Holland, therefore, where this system was first 
inaugurated, the great patriot, De Witt, has in his 
“ Maxims ” extolled it as the best system for making 
the wage-labourer submissive, frugal, industrious, and 
overburdened with labour. The destructive influence 
that it exercises on the condition of the wage-labourer 
concerns us less however, here, than die forcible ex- 
propriation, resulting from it, of peasants, artisans, 
and in a word, all elements of the lower middle-class. 
On this there are not two opinions, even among the 
bourgeois economists. Its expropriating efficacy is 
still further heightened by the system of protection, 
which forms one of its integral parts. 

The great part that the public debt, and the fiscal 
system corresponding with it, has played in the 
capitalization of wealth and the expropriation of the 
masses, has led many writers, like Cobbett, Doubleday 
and others, to seek in this, incorrectly, the fundamental 
cause of the misery of the modern peoples. 

The system of protection was an artificial means 
of manufacturing manufacturers, of expropriating 
independent labourers, of capitahzing the national 
means of . production and subsistence, of forcibly 
abbreviating the transition from the mediaeval to the 
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modem mode of production. The European states 
tore one another to pieces about the patent of this 
invention, and, once entered into the service of the 
surplus-value makers, did not merely lay under con- 
tribution in the pursuit of this purpose their own 
people, indirectly through protective duties, directly 
through export premiums. They also forcibly rooted 
out, in their dependent countries, all industry, as, e.g., 
England did with the Irish woollen manufacture. On 
the continent of Europe, after Colbert’s example, the 
process was much simplified. The primitive indus- 
trial capital, here, came in part directly out of the state 
treasury. “ Why,” cries Mirabeau, “ why go so far 
to seek the cause of the manufacturing glory of 
Saxony before the war ; 180,000,000 of debts con- 
tracted by the sovereigns ! ” ^ 

Colonial system, pubHc debts, heavy taxes, pro- 
tection, commercial wars, &c., these children of the 
true manufacturing period, increase gigantically dur- 
ing the infancy of Modem Industry. The birth of the 
latter is heralded by a great slaughter of the innocents. 
Like the royal navy, the factories were recruited by 
means of the press-gang. Blase as Sir F. M. Eden is 
as to the horrors of the expropriation of the agricul- 
tural population from the soil, from the last third 
of the i5tli century to his own time ; with all the 
self-satisfaction with which he rejoices in this process, 
1 Mirabeau, 1. c., t. vi., p. loi. 
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essential ” for establishing capitaHstic agriculture 
and “ the due proportion between arable and pasture 
land ” — he does not show, however, the same eco- 
nomic insight in respect to the necessity of child- 
stealing and child-slavery for the transformation of 
manufacturing exploitation into factory exploitation, 
and the establishment of the true relation ” between 
capital and labour-power. He says : ‘'It may, per- 
haps, be worthy the attention of tlie public to con- 
sider, whether any manufacture, which, in order to be 
carried on successfuUy, requires that cottages and 
workhouses should be ransacked for poor children ; 
that they should be employed by turns during the 
greater part of the night and robbed of that rest which, 
though indispensable to all, is most required by the 
young ; and that numbers of both sexes, of different 
ages and dispositions, should be collected together in 
such a manner that the contagion of example cannot 
but lead to profligacy and debauchery ; will add to 
the sum of individual or national felicity ? ^ 

“ In the counties of Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire, 
and more particularly in Lancashire,” says Ficldcn, 
“ the newly-invented machinery was used in large 
factories built on tire sides of streams capable of turning 
the water-wheel. Thousands of hands were suddenly 
required in these places, remote from towns ; and 
Lancashire, in particular, being, till then, comparatively 
1 Edeni L c., Vol. L, Book H., Ch. L, p. 421. 
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thinly populated and barren, a population was all that 
she now wanted. The small and nimble fingers of 
little children being by very far the most in request, 
the custom instantly sprang up of procuring apprentices 
from the different parish workhouses of London, 
Birmingham, and elsewhere. Many, many thousands 
of these little, hapless creatures were sent down into 
the north, being from the age of 7 to the age of 13 
or 14 years old. The custom was for the master to 
clothe his apprentices and to feed and lodge them in 
an “ apprentice house ” near the factory ; overseers 
were appointed to see to the works, whose interest 
it was to work the children to the utmost, because their 
pay was in proportion to the quantity of work that 
they could exact. Cruelty was, of course, the con- 
sequence. ... In many of the manufacturing districts, 
but particularly, I am afraid, in the guilty county to 
which I belong [Lancashire], cruelties the most heart- 
rending were practised upon the unoffending and 
friendless creatures who were thus consigned to the 
charge of master manufacturers ; they were harassed 
to the brink of death by excess of labour . . . were 
flogged, fettered and tortured in the most exquisite 
refinement of cruelty ; . . . they were in many cases 
starved to the bone while flogged to their work 
and . . . even in some instances . . . were driven to 
commit suicide. , . . The beautiful and romantic 
valleys of Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire and Lanca- 
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shire, secluded from the public eye, became the dismal 
solitudes of torture, and of many a murder. The 
profits of manufactures were enormous ; but this only 
whetted die appetite that it should have satisfied, and 
therefore the manufacturers had recourse to an 
expedient that seemed to secure to them those profits 
without any possibiHty of limit ; they began the 
practice of what is termed “ night-working,” that is, 
having tired one set of hands, by working them 
throughout the day, they had another set ready to 
go on working throughout the night ; the day-set 
getting into tie beds diat the night-set had just 
quitted, and in their turn again, the night-set getting 
into the beds that the day-set quitted in the morning. 
It is a common tradition in Lancashire, that the beds 
never get cold.” ^ 

^ John Fieldcn, 1 . c, pp. 5, 6 . On the earlier infamies of the fac- 
tory system, cf. Dr. Aikin (1795)* 1 * c., p. 219, and Gisborne : 
Enquiry into the Duties of Men, 1795, Vol, II. Wien the steam- 
engine transplanted the factories from the country waterfalls to the 
middle of towns, the “ abstemious ” surplus-value maker found the 
child-material ready to liis hand, without being forced to seek 
slaves from the workhouses. When Sir R. Peel, (father of the 
“ minister of plausibility *’), brought in his bill for the protection 
of children, in 1815, Francis Horner, lumen of the Bullion Com- 
mittee and intimate friend of Ricardo, said in the House of Com- 
mons : “ It is notorious, that with a bankrupt’s eifects, a gang, if he 
might use the word, of these children had been put up to sale, and 
were advertised publicly as part of the property. A most atrocious 
instance had been brought before the Court of King’s Bench two 
years before, in which a number of these boys, apprenticed by a 
parish in London to one manufacturer, had been transferred to 
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With the development of capitaHst production 
during the manufacturing period, the pubhc opinion 
of Europe had lost the last remnant of shame and 
conscience. The nations bragged cynically of every 
infamy that served them as a means to capitalistic 
accumulation. Read, e.g., the naive Annals of Com- 
merce of the worthy A. Anderson. Here it is trum- 
petted forth as a triumph of English statescraft that 
at the Peace of Utrecht, England extorted from the 
Spaniards by the Asiento Treaty the privilege of being 
allowed to ply the negro-trade, until then only carried 
on between Africa and the English West Indies, 
between Africa and Spanish America as well. England 
thereby acquired the right of supplying Spanish 
America until 1743 with 4,800 negroes yearly. This 
threw, at the same time, an official cloak over British 
smuggling. Liverpool waxed fat on the slave-trade. 
This was its method of primitive accumulation. And, 
even to the present day, Liverpool “ respectability ” 
is the Pindar of the slave-trade which — compare the 
work of Aikin [1795] already quoted — “ has coincided 
with that spirit of bold adventure which has character- 

another, and had been found by some benevolent persons in a state 
of absolute famine. Another case more horrible had come to 
his knowledge wliile on a [Parliamentary] Committee ... that 
not many years ago, an agreement had been made between a 
London parish and a Lancashire manufacturer, by which it was 
stipulated, that with every 20 sound children one idiot should be 
taken.** 
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izcd the trade of Liverpool and rapidly carried it to 
its present state of prosperity ; has occasioned vast 
employment for shipping and sailors, and greatly 
augmented the demand for the manufactures of the 
country ” (p. 339). Liverpool employed in the slave 
trade, in 1730, 15 ships ; in 1751, 53 ; in 1760, 74 ; 
in 1770, 96 ; and in 1792, 132. 

Wliilst the cotton industry introduced child-slavery 
in England, it gave in the United States a stimulus to 
the transformation of the earlier, more or less patri- 
archal slavery, into a system of commercial exploita- 
tion. In fact, the veiled slavery of the wage-workers 
in Europe needed, for its pedestal, slavery pure and 
simple in the new world.^ 

Tantae mohs erat, to establish the ‘‘ eternal laws of 
Nature ’’ of the capitalist mode of production, to 
complete the process of separation between labourers 
and conditions of labour, to transform, at one pole, 
the social means of production and subsistence into 
capital, at the opposite pole, the mass of the popula- 
tion into wage-labourers, into free labouring poor,’^ 
that artificial product of modern society.- If money, 

^ In 1790, there were in the English West Indies ten slaves for 
one free man, in the French fourteen for one, in the Dutch twenty- 
three for one. (Henry Brougham, An Inquiry into the Colonial 
Policy of the European Powers, Ediii., 1803, VoL IL, p. 74.) 

^ The phrase, “ labouring poor,’* is found in English legislation 
from the moment when the class of wage-labourers becomes 
noticeable. This term is used in opposition, on the one hand, to 
the “ idle poor,” beggars, etc., on the other to those labourers, who, 
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according to Augierd ‘‘ comes into the world with 
a congenital blood-stain on one cheek,” capital comes 
dripping from head to foot, from every pore, with 
blood and dirt.^ 

pigeons not yet plucked, are still possessors of their own means of 
labour. From the Statute Book it passed into political economy, and 
was handed down by Culpeper, J. Child, &c., to Adam Smith and 
Eden. After this, one can judge of the good faith of the “ execrable 
political cant-monger,” Edmmid Burke, when he called the ex- 
pression, “ labouring poor,” — “ execrable political cant.” This 
sycophant who, in die pay of the English oligarchy, played the 
romantic laudator temporis acti against the French Revolution, just 
as, in the pay of the North American Colonies, at the beginning 
of the American troubles, he had played the Liberal against the 
English oligarchy, was an out-and-out vulgar bourgeois. “ The 
law's of commerce are the laws of Nature, and therefore the laws 
of God.” — (E. Burke, 1 . c., pp. 31, 32.) No wonder that, true to the 
laws of God and of Nature, he always sold himself in die best 
market. A very good portrait of this Edmund Burke, during his 
liberal time, is to be found in the writings of the Rev. Mr. Tucker. 
Tucker was a parson and a Tory, but, for the rest, an honourable 
man and a competent political economist. In face of the infamous 
cowardice of character that reigns to-day, and believes most 
devoutly in “ the laws of commerce,” it is our bounden duty again 
and again to brand the Burkes, who only differ from their suc- 
cessors in one thing — talent. 

^ Marie Augicr, Du Credit Public, Paris, 1842. 

2 “ Capital is said by a Quarterly Reviewer to dy turbulence and 
strife, and to be timid, which is very true ; but this is very incom- 
pletely stating the question. Capital eschews no profit, or very 
small profit, just as Nature was formerly said to abhor a vacuum. 
With adequate profit, capital is very bold. A certain 10 per cent, 
will ensure its employment anywhere ; 20 per cent, certain will 
produce eagerness ; 50 per cent., positive audacity ; 100 per cent, 
will make it ready to trample on all human laws ; 300 per cent., 
and there is not a crime at which it will scruple, nor a risk it w'ill 
not run, even to the chance of its owmer being hanged. If turbulence 
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What does the primitive accumulation of capital, 
i.C; its Iiistorical genesis, resolve itself into ? In so 
far as it is not immediate transformation of slaves and 
serfs into wage-labourers, and therefore a mere change 
of form, it only means the expropriation of the im- 
mediate producers, i.e., the dissolution of private 
property based on the labour of its owner. Private 
property, as the antithesis to social, collective property, 
exists only where the means of labour and the external 
conditions of labour belong to private individuals. 
But according as these private individuals are labourers 
or not labourers, private property has a different 
character. The numberless shades, that it at first 
sight presents, correspond to the intermediate stages 
lying between these two extremes. The private 
property of the labourer in his means of production 
is die foundation of petty industry, whether agri- 
cultural, manufacturing, or both ; petty industry, 

and strife will bring a profit, it will freely encourage both. Smug- 
gling and the slave-trade have amply proved ail that is here stated.” 
— (P. J. Dmming, 1 . c., p. 35.) 
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again, is an essential condition for the development 
of social production and of the free individuality of 
the labourer himself Of course, this petty mode of 
production exists also under slavery, serfdom, and 
other states of dependence. But it flourishes, it lets 
loose its whole energy, it attains its adequate classical 
form, only where the labourer is the private owner 
of his own means of labour set in action by himself : 
the peasant of the land which he cultivates, the artisan 
of the tool which he handles as a virtuoso. This mode 
of production presupposes parcelling of the soil, and 
scattering of tire other means of production. As it 
excludes the concentration of these means of pro- 
duction, so also it excludes co-operation, division of 
labour within each separate process of production, the 
control over, and the productive appheation of the 
forces of Nature by society, and the free development 
of the social productive powers. It is compatible only 
with a system of production, and a society, moving 
within narrow and more or less primitive bounds. 
To perpetuate it would be, as Pecqueur rightly says, 
‘‘ to decree universal mediocrity.^’ At a certain stage 
of development it brings forth the material agencies 
for its own dissolution. From that moment new 
forces and new passions spring up in the bosom of 
society ; but the old social organization fetters them 
and keeps them down. It must be annihilated ; it is 
annihilated. Its annihilation, the transformation of 
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the individualized and scattered means of production 
into socially concentrated ones, of the pigmy property 
of the many into the huge property of the few, the 
expropriation of the great mass of the people from the 
soil, from the means of subsistence, and from the means 
of labour, this fearful and painful expropriation of the 
mass of the people forms the prelude to the history of 
capital. It comprises a series of forcible methods, of 
which we have passed in review only those that have 
been epoch-making as methods of the primitive 
accumulation of capital. The expropriation of the 
immediate producers was accomplished with merciless 
Vandalism, and under the stimulus of passions tlie 
most infamous, the most sordid, the pettiest, the most 
meanly odious. Self-eanied private property, that 
is based, so to say, on the fusing together of the 
isolated, independent labouring-individual with the 
conditions of his labour, is supplanted by capitalistic 
private property, which rests on exploitation of die 
nominally free labour of others, f c., on wagcs-labour.^ 

As soon as this process of transformation has suffi- 
ciently decomposed the old society from top to bottom, 
as soon as the labourers are turned into proletarians, 
their means of labour into capital, as soon as the 

^ “ Nous sommes dans une condition tout a fait nouvelle dc la 
societe . . . nous tendons a separer touteespece de propricted’avee 
toute espece de travail.” — (Sistnondi, Noui^eaax Pritidpcs dc VEcon. 
Polit,, t. IL, p. 434.) 
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capitalist mode of production stands on its own feet, 
then the further socialization of labour and further 
transformation of the land and other means of pro- 
duction into socially exploited and, therefore, common 
means of production, as well as the further expro- 
priation of private proprietors, takes a new form. 
That which is now to be expropriated is no longer the 
labourer working for himself, but the capitalist ex- 
ploiting many labourers. This expropriation is accom- 
pHshed by the action of the immanent laws of capital- 
istic production itself, by the centraHzation of capital. 
One capitalist always kills many. Hand in hand with 
this centralization, or this expropriation of many 
capitalists by few, develop, on an ever-extending 
scale, the co-operative form of the labour-process, the 
conscious technical application of science, the methodi- 
cal cultivation of the soil, the transformation of tlie 
instruments of labour into instruments of labour only 
usable in common, the economizing of all means of 
production by their use as the means of production 
of combined, socialized labour, the entanglement of 
all peoples in tlie net of the world-market, and with 
this, the international character of the capitaHstic 
regime. Along widi the constantly diminishing 
number of the magnates of capital, who usurp and 
monopohzc all advantages of this process of trans- 
formation, grows the mass of misery, oppression, 
slavery, degradation, exploitation ; but with this too 
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grows the revolt of the working-class, a class always 
increasing in numbers, and disciplined, united, organ- 
ized by the very mechanism of the process of capitalist 
production itself. The monopoly of capital becomes 
a fetter upon the mode of production, which has 
sprung up and flourished along witli, and under it. 
Centrahzation of the means of production and social- 
ization of labour at last reach a point where they be- 
come incompatible with their capitalist integument. 
This integument is burst asunder. The knell of 
capitalist private property sounds. The expro- 
priators are expropriated. 

The capitalist mode of appropriation, the result of 
the capitalist mode of production, produces capitalist 
private property. This is the first negation of in- 
dividual private property, as founded on the labour of 
the proprietor. But capitalist production begets, with 
the inexorability of a law of Nature, its own negation. 
It is the negation of negation. This does not re- 
establish private property for the producer, but gives 
him individual property based on the acquisitions of 
the capitalist era : ne., on co-operation and the pos- 
session in common of the land and of tire means of 
production. 

The transformation of scattered private property, 
arising from individual labour, into capitalist private 
property is, naturally, a process, incomparably more 
protracted, violent, and difficult, than the transforma- 
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tion of capitalistic private property, already practically 
resting on socialized production, into socialized prop- 
erty. In the former case, we had the expropriation 
of the mass of the people by a few usurpers ; in the 
latter, we have the expropriation of a few usurpers 
by the mass of the people.^ 

1 The advance of industry, whose involuntary promoter is the 
bourgeoisie, replaces the isolation of the labourers, due to compe- 
tition, by their revolutionary combination, due to association. The 
development of Modem Industry, therefore, cuts from under its 
feet the very foundation on which the bourgeoisie produces and 
appropriates products. What the bourgeoisie therefore produces, 
above all, are its own grave-diggers. Its fall and the victory of the 
proletariat are equally inevitable. . . . Of all the classes, that stand 
face to face with the bourgeoisie to-day, the proletariat alone is a 
really revolutionary class. The other classes perish and disappear 
in the face of Modern Industry, the proletariat is its special and 
essential product. . , . The lower middle-classes, the small manu- 
facturers, the shopkeepers, the artisan, the peasant, all these fight 
against the bourgeoisie, to save from extinction their existence as 
fractions of the middle-class . . . they are reactionary, for they try 
to roll back the wheel of history. “ Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, 
Manifest der Komnnmistischm Pamif London, 1847, pp. 9, ii. 
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COMMODITIES 

SECTION I. — THE TWO FACTORS OF A COMMODITY : 
USE-VALUE AND VALUE (XHE SUBSTANCE OF VALUE 
AND THE MAGNITUDE OF VALUE) 

The second extract comprises the first thirteen pages of Volume 
I. of Capital These pages state the labour theory of value. We 
have just read Marx’s account of how capitalism arose. Now 
he is engaged on the minute scientific analysis of what capitalism 
is. That analysis, he says, must start with an analysis of com- 
modities. For a commodity, something, that is to say, which 
is bought and sold (but see his scientific definition below), is the 
basic unit of wealth in all capitalist societies. The question which 
Marx sets out to answer in this section is this : On what principle 
are commodities exchanged ? How do we settle, for example, 
that 3 lbs. of tea will exchange for one handkerchief, or that a 
doctor’s consultation is the equivalent of a visit to the cinema ? 

Most people find Marx’s answer to this question confusing. 
But this, I believe, is because they do not see the need to ask 
the question. We are so used to exchanging (by means of money, 
but that does not basically affect the issue) thousands of wholly 
different things for each other that we never pause to wonder 
how we do it. We never ask how we manage to establish ratios 
by which given quantities of one diing arc exchanged for given 
quantities of another. But this is a real question, and it has to 
have an answer if economic thought is to be put upon a scientific 
basis. 
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The fact is that we are only able to do this business of exchang- 
ing because it has been possible to find some common property 
in all commodities, however diverse. That property is, 
obviously, their value. We exchange 3 lbs. of tea for one 
handkerchief because 3 lbs. of tea are worth one handkerchief- 
They have, that is to say, the same value. We give the name 
value to the property common to all commodities. But this 
answer only raises anodicr q'uestion. What is this thing, value, 
which is the one thing which is common to all commodities ? 
It is, says Marx, the fact that commodities are the products of 
human labour. The thing which makes commodities valuable ; 
the thing which makes us unwilling to part with them unless 
we get other commodities of equal value in exchange, is that we 
cannot replace them without an expenditure of a given amount 
of labour. 

This is the labour theory of value. You wiU notice that Marx, 
after stating it, immediately passes on to answer some of the 
objections which are commonly raised to it. For example, he 
deals with the silly objection that, if this is true, then the more 
time a man takes in making something, the more valuable it 
will be. His passage on this point is so clear that I need say no 
more about it here. — E. J. S. 

The wealth of tliose societies in which the capitalist 
mode of production prevails, presents itself as “ an 
immense accumulation of commodities,” ^ its unit 
being a single commodity. Our investigation must 
therefore begin with the analysis of a commodity. 

A commodity is, in tlie first place, an object outside 
us, a thing tliat by its properties satisfies human wants 

^ Katl Marx, Z»r Kritik der Politischen Oekonomie, Berlin, 
1859, p. 4 - 
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of some sort or another. The nature of such wants, 
whether, for instance, they spring from the stomach 
or from fancy, makes no difference.^ Neither are 
. we here concerned to know how the object satisfies 
these wants, whether directly as means of subsistence, 
or indirectly as means of production. 

Every useful thing, as iron, paper, &c., may be 
looked at from the two points of view of quality and 
quantity. It is an assemblage of many properties, and 
may therefore be of use in various ways. To discover 
the various uses of things is the work of history.- 
So also is the establishment of socially-recognised 
standards of measure for the quantities of these useful 
objects. The diversity of these measures has its origin 
partly in the diverse nature of die objects to be 
measured, pardy in convention. 

The utility of a diing makes it a use-value.® But 

^ “ Desire implies want ; it is the appetite of the mind, and as 
natural as hunger to the body. . . . The greatest number (of things) 
have their value from supplying the wants of the mind.*’ — Nicolas 
Barbon, A Discourse on coining the new money lighter, in answer to 
Mr. Locke's Considerations, &c,, London, 1696, pp, 2, 3. 

2 “ Tilings have an intrinsick vertuc ” (tins is Barbon’s special 
term for value in use) wliich in all places have the same vertue ; 
as the loadstone to attract iron ” c., p. 6) . The property which the 

magnet possesses of attracting iron, became of use only after by 
means of that property the polarity of the magnet had been dis- 
covered. 

® “ The natural worth of anything consists in its fitness to supply 
the necessities, or serve the conveniendes of human life.*’ — (John 
Locke, Some considerations on the consequences of the lowering of 
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this utility is not a thing of air. Being limited by the 
physical properties of the commodity, it has no 
existence apart from that commodity. A commodity, 
such as iron, corn, or a diamond, is therefore, so far 
as it is a material doing, a use-value, something useful. 
This property of a commodity is independent of the 
amount of labour required to appropriate its useful 
qualities. When treating of use-value, we always 
assume to be dealing witii definite quantities, such as 
dozens of watches, yards of Hnen, or tons of iron. 
The use-values of commodities furnish the material 
for a special study, that of the commercial knowledge 
of commodities.^ Use-values become a reality only 
by use or consumption : they also constitute the sub- 
stance of all wealth, whatever may be the social form 
of that wealth. In the form of society we are about to 
consider, they are, in addition, the material deposi- 
tories of exchange value. 

Exchange value, at first sight, presents itself as a 
quantitative relation, as the proportion in which values 
in use of one sort are exchanged for those of another 

interest, 1691, in Works Edit., Loud., 1777, Vol. H., p. 28.) in 
English writers of the 17th century we frequently find “ worth ” 
in the sense of value in use, and “ value ” in the sense of exchange 
value. This is quite in accordance with the spirit of a language 
that likes to use a Teutonic word for the actual thing, and a 
Romance word for its reflexion. 

^ In bourgeois societies the economical fictio juris prevails that 
every one, as a buyer, possesses an encyclopaedic knowledge of 
commodities. 
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sort/ a relation constantly changing with time and 
place. Hence exchange value appears to be something 
accidental and purely relative, and consequently an 
intrinsic value, /.e., an exchange value that is insepar- 
ably connected with, inherent in, commodities, seems 
a contradiction in terms.‘^ Let us consider the matter 
a little more closely. 

A given commodity, e.g., a quarter of wheat is 
exchanged for x blacking, y silk, or 2: gold, &c. — in 
short, for other commodities in the most different 
proportions. Instead of one exchange value, the wheat 
has, therefore, a great many. But since :x: blacking, 
y silk, or 2: gold, te., each represent the exchange 
value of one quarter of wheat, x blacking, y silk, 
2: gold, &c., must, as exchange values, be replaceable 
by each other, or equal to each other. Therefore, 
first : the valid exchange values of a given commodity 
express something equal ; secondly, exchange value, 
generally, is only the mode of expression, the phe- 
nomenal form, of something contained in it, yet dis- 
tinguishable from it. 

Let us take two commodities, eg., corn and iron. 

^ “ La valcur consistc dans Ic rapport d’cchangc qui sc trouve 
entre telle chose et telle autre, entre telle mesure d’une production, 
et telle mesure d'une autre.” — (Le Trosne, De Vlntdr^t Social, 
“ Physiocrates,” Ed. Dairc, Paris, 1845, p. 889.) 

- “ Nothing can have an intrinsick value ” (N. Barbon, 1 . c., p. 
6) ; or as Butler says — 

“ The value of a thing 
Is just as much as it will bring.” 
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The proportions in which they are exchangeable, 
whatever those proportions may be, can always be 
represented by an equation in which a given quantity 
of com is equated to some quantity of iron : e.g., 
I quarter com=v cwt. iron. What does this equation 
tell us ? It tells us that in two different things — ^in i 
quarter of corn and x cwt. of iron there exists in 
equal quantities something common to both. The 
two things must therefore be equal to a third, which 
in itself is neither the one nor the other. Each of 
them, so far as it is exchange value, must therefore be 
reducible to this third. 

A simple geometrical illustration will make this 
clear. In order to calculate and compare the areas of 
rectilinear figures, we decompose them into triangles. 
But the area of the triangle itself is expressed by some- 
thing totally different from its visible figure, namely, 
by half the product of the base into the altitude. In 
the same way the exchange values of commodities 
must be capable of being expressed in terms of some- 
thing common to them aU, of which thing they repre- 
sent a greater or less quantity. 

This common ‘‘ something ” cannot be either a 
geometrical, a chemical, or any other natural property 
of commodities. Such properties claim our attention 
only in so far as they affect the utility of those com- 
modities, make them use-values. But the exchange 
of commodities is evidently an act characterized by a 
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total abstraction from use-value. Then one use-value 
is just as good as anotlier, provided only it be present 
in sufficient quantity. Or, as old Barbon says, “ one 
sort of wares are as good as another, if the values be 
equal. There is no difference or distinction in things 
of equal value. . . . An himdred pounds’ worth of 
lead or iron is of as great value as one hundred pounds’ 
worth of silver or gold.” ^ As use-values, com- 
modities are, above all, of different qualities, but as 
exchange values they are merely different quantities, 
and consequently do not contain an atom of use-value. 

If then we leave out of consideration the use-value 
of commodities, they have only one common prop- 
erty left, that of being products of labour. But even 
the product of labour itself has undergone a change 
in our hands. It we make abstraction from its use- 
value, we make abstraction at the same time from the 
material elements and shapes that make the product 
a use-value ; we see in it no longer a table, a house, 
yarn, or any other useful thing. Its existence as a 
material thing is put out of sight. Neither can it any 
longer be regarded as the product of die labour of 
the joiner, the mason, the spinner, or of any odicr 
definite kind of productive labour. Along with the 
useful quahdes of the products themselves, we put 
out of sight both the useful character of the various 
kinds of labour embodied in them, and the concrete 
^ N. Barbon, I. e., pp. 53 and 57. 
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forms of that labour ; there is nothing left but what 
is common to them all ; all are reduced to one and the 
same sort of labour, human labour in the abstract. 

Let us now consider the residue of each of these 
products ; it consists of the same unsubstantial reality 
in each, a mere congelation of homogeneous human 
labour, of labour-power expended without regard to 
the mode of its expendimre. AH that diese things 
now tell us is, that human labour-power has been 
expended in their production, that human labour is 
embodied in them. When looked at as crystals of 
this social substance, common to them all, they are — 
Values. 

We have seen that when commodities are ex- 
changed, their exchange value manifests itself as some- 
thing totally independent of their use-value. But if 
we abstract from their use-value, there remains their 
Value as defined above. Therefore, the common 
substance that manifests itself in the exchange value 
of commodities, whenever they are exchanged, is their 
value. The progress of our investigation will show 
that exchange value is the only form in which the 
value of commodities can manifest itself or be ex- 
pressed. For the present, however, we have to con- 
sider the nature of value independently of this, its 
form. 

A use-value, or useful article, therefore, has value 
only because human labour in the abstract has been 
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embodied or materialized in it. How, then, is the 
magnitude of this value to be measured ? Plainly, 
by the quantity of the value-creating substance, the 
labour, contained in the article. The quantity of 
labour, however, is measured by its duration, and 
labour-time in its turn finds its standard in weeks, days, 
and hours. 

Some people might tliink that if the value of a 
commodity is determined by the quantity of labour 
spent on it, the more idle and unskilful the labourer, 
the more valuable would his commodity be, because 
more time would be required in its production. The 
labour, however, that forms the substance of value, 
is homogeneous human labour, expenditure of one 
uniform labour-power. The total labour-power of 
society, which is embodied in the sum total of the 
values of all commodities produced by that society, 
counts here as one homogeneous mass of human 
labour-power, composed though it be of innumerable 
individual units. Each of these units is the same as 
any other, so far as it has the character of the average 
labour-power of society, and takes effect as such ; 
tliat is, so far as it requires for producing a com- 
modity, no more time than is needed on an average, 
no more than is socially necessary. The labour-time 
socially necessary is that required to produce an article 
under the normal conditions of production, and with 
the average degree of skill and intensity prevalent at 
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the time. The introduction of power looms into 
England probably reduced by one half the labour 
required to weave a given quantity of yam into cloth. 
The hand-loom weavers, as a matter of fact, continued 
to require the same time as before ; but for all that, 
the product of one hour of their labour represented 
after the change only half an hour’s social labour, and 
consequently fell to one-half its former value. 

We see then that that which determines the magni- 
tude of the value of any article is the amount of labour 
socially necessary, or the labour-time socially necessary 
for its production.^ Each individual commodity, in 
this connection, is to be considered as an average sample 
of its class.2 Commodities, therefore, in v/hich equal 
quantities of labour are embodied, or which can be 
produced in the same time, have the same value. The 
value of one commodity is to the value of any other, 
as the labour-time necessary for the production of the 
one is to that necessary for die production of the other. 

^ “ The value of them (the necessaries of life), when they are 
exchanged the one for another, is regulated by the quantity of labour 
necessarily required, and commonly taken in producing them.” — 
{Some Thoughts on the Interest of Money in generaU ond particu- 
larly in the Publick Funds, &c., Lond., p. 36.) This remarkable 
anonymous work, written in the last century, bears no date. It is 
clear, however, from internal evidence, that it appeared in the reign 
of George II. about 1739 or 1740. 

^ “ Toutes les productions d’un mSme genre ne forment propre- 
ment qu’une masse, dont le prix se determine en general et sans 
egard aux circonstances particulieres.” — (Le Trosne, 1 . c., p. 893.) 
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As values, all commodities are only definite masses 
of congealed labour-time/' ^ 

The value of a commodity would therefore remain 
constant, if the labour-time required for its production 
also remained constant. But the latter changes with 
every variation in the productiveness of labour. This 
productiveness is determined by various circumstances, 
amongst others, by the average amount of skill of the 
workmen, the state of science, and the degree of its 
practical application, the social organization of pro- 
duction, the extent and capabilities of the means of 
production, and by physical conditions. For example, 
the same amount of labour in favourable seasons is 
embodied in 8 bushels of corn, and in unfavourable, 
only in four. The same labour extracts from rich 
mines more metal than from poor mines. Diamonds 
are of very rare occurrence on the earth’s surface, and 
hence their discovery costs, on an average, a great deal 
of labour-time. Consequently much labour is repre- 
sented in a small compass. Jacob doubts whether gold 
has ever been paid for at its full value. This applies 
still more to diamonds. According to Eschwege, the 
total produce of the Brazilian diamond mines for the 
eighty years, ending in 1823, had not realized the price 
Di one-and-a-half years’ average produce of the sugar 
md coffee plantations of tlie same country, aldiough 
he diamonds cost much more labour, and tlierefore 

^ K. Marx., L c., p. 6. 
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represented more value. With richer mines, the 
same quantity of labour would embody itself in more 
diamonds, and their value would fall. If we could 
succeed at a small expenditure of labour, in converting 
carbon into diamonds, their value might fall below 
that of bricks. In general, the greater the productive- 
ness of labour, the less is the labour-time required 
for the production of an article, the less is the amount 
of labour crystallized in that article, and the less is its 
value ; and vice versa, the less the productiveness of 
labour, the greater is the labour-time required for the 
production of an article, and the greater is its value. 
The value of a commodity, therefore, varies directly 
as the quantity, and inversely as the productiveness, of 
the labour incorporated in it. 

A thing can be a use-value, without having value. 
This is the case whenever its utihty to man is not due 
to labour. Such as air, virgin soil, natural meadows, 
&c. A thing can be useful, and the product of human 
labour, without being a commodity. Whoever 
directly satisfies his wants with the produce of his own 
labour, creates, indeed, use-values, but not com- 
modities. In order to produce the latter, he must not 
only produce use-values, but use-values for others, 
social use-values. Lastly, nothing can have value, 
without being an object of utility. If the thing is use- 
less, so is the labour contained in it ; the labour does 
not count as labour, and therefore creates no value. 

Ill 



Karl Marx 


SECTION 2. — THE TWOFOLD CHARACTER OF THE LABOUR 
EMBODIED IN COMMODITIES 

At first sight a commodity presented itself to us as 
a complex of two tilings — use-value and exchange- 
value. Later on, we saw also that labour, too, possesses 
the same two-fold nature ; for, so far as it finds ex- 
pression in value, it does not possess the same char- 
acteristics that belong to it as a creator of use-values. 
I was the first to point out and to examine critically 
tills twofold nature of the labour contained in com- 
modities. As this point is the pivot on wliich a clear 
comprehension of poHtical economy turns, we must 
go more into detail. 

Let us take two commodities such as a coat and 
10 yards of linen, and let the former be double the 
value of the latter, so that, if lo yards of linen = W, the 
coat= 2 W. 

The coat is a use-value that satisfies a particular 
want. Its existence is the result of a special sort of 
productive activity, the nature of wliich is determined 
by its aim, mode of operation, subject, means, and 
result. The labour, whose utility is thus represented 
by the value in use of its product, or wliich manifests 
itself by making its product a use-value, we caU useful 
labour. In this connection we consider only its useful 
effect. 
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As the coat and the hnen are two quahtatively 
different use-values, so also are the two forms of 
labour that produce them, tailoring and weaving. 
Were these two objects not qualitatively different, not 
produced respectively by labour of different quality, 
they could not stand to each other in the relation of 
commodities. Coats are not exchanged for coats, one 
use-value is not exchanged for another of the same 
kind. 

To all the different varieties of values in use there 
correspond as many different kinds of useful labour, 
classified according to the order, genus, species, and 
variety to which they belong in the social division of 
labour. This division of labour is a necessary con- 
dition for the production of commodities, but it does 
not follow, conversely, that the production of com- 
modities is a necessary condition for the division of 
labour. In the primitive Indian community there is 
social division of labour, without production of com- 
modities. Or, to take an example nearer home, in 
every factory the labour is divided according to a 
system, but this division is not brought about by the 
operatives mutually exchanging their individual pro- 
ducts. Only such products can become commodities 
witli regard to each other, as result from different 
kinds of labour, each kind being carried on inde- 
pendently and for the account of private individuals. 

To resume, then : In the use-value of each com- 
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modity there is contained useful labour, i.e., productive 
activity of a definite kind and exercised with a definite 
aim. Use-values cannot confront each other as com- 
modities, unless the useful labour embodied m them 
is qualitatively different in each of them. In a com- 
munity, the produce of which in general takes the 
form of commodities, i.e., in a community of com- 
modity producers, this qualitative difference between 
the useful forms of labour that are carried on inde- 
pendendy by individual producers, each on their own 
account, develops into a complex system, a social 
division of labour. 

Anyhow, whether the coat be worn by the tailor 
or by liis customer, in either case it operates as a use- 
value. Nor is the relation between die coat and the 
labour that produced it altered by the circumstance 
that tailoring may have become a special trade, an 
independent branch of the social division of labour. 
Wherever die want of clothing forced them to it, 
the human race made clothes for diousands of years, 
without a single man becoming a tailor. But coats 
and linen, like every other element of material wealth 
that is not the spontaneous produce of nature, must 
invariably owe their existence to a special productive 
activity, exercised widi a definite aim, an activity that 
appropriates particular nature-given materials to par- 
ticular human wants. So far therefore as labour is a 
creator of use-value, is useful labour, it is a necessary 
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condition, independent of all forms of society, for the 
existence of the human race ; it is an eternal nature- 
imposed necessity, without which daere can be no 
material exchanges between man and Nature, and 
therefore no life. 

The use-values, coat, linen, &c., fe., the bodies of 
commodities, are combinations of two elements — 
matter and labour. If we take away the useful labour 
expended upon them, a material substratum is always 
left, which is furnished by Nature without the help 
of man. The latter can work only as Nature does, 
that is by changing the form of matterd Nay more, 
in this work of changing the form he is constantly 
helped by natural forces. We see, then, that labour is 
not the only source of material wealth, of use-values 
produced by labour. As William Petty puts it, labour 
is its father and the earth its modier. 

1 Tutti i fexiomeiii dell’ universo, sieno essi prodotti della mano 
deir uomo, owero dcUq universali Icggi della fisica, non d danno 
idea di attuale creazione, ma unicamente di una modificazione della 
materia. Accostare e separate sono gli unici elementi che Tingegno 
umano ritrova analizzando Tidea della riproduzione : e tanto ^ ri- 
produzione di valore (value in use, although Verri in this passage 
of his controversy with the Physiocrats is not himself quite certain 
of the kind of value he is speaking of) e di ricchezzc se la terra 
Taria e Facqua ne’ campi si trasmutino in grano, come se coUa mano 
dell’ uomo il glutine di un insetto si trasmud in velluto owero 
alcuni pezzetti di metallo si organizzino a form are una ripetizione.” 
— Pietro Verri, Meditazioni suUa Economia PoUtica [first printed 
in 1773], in Custodi’s edition of the “Italian Economists, Parte 
Modema, t. xv., p. 23. 

II5 



Karl Marx 


Let us now pass from the commodity considered as 
a use-value to the value of commodities. 

By our assumption, the coat is worth twice as much 
as the linen. But tins is a mere quantitative diftcrence, 
which for the present docs not concern us. We bear 
in mind, however, that if the value of the coat is 
double that of lo yds. of linen, 20 yds. of linen must 
have the same value as one coat. So far as they are 
values, the coat and the linen are things of a like sub- 
stance, objective expressions of essentially identical 
labour. But tailoring and weaving arc, quahtativcly, 
different kinds of labour. There are, however, states 
of society in which one and die same man does 
tailoring and weaving alternately, in which case these 
two forms of labour are mere modifications of the 
labour of the same individual, and not special and 
fixed functions of different persons ; just as the coat 
which our tailor makes one day, and die trousers 
which he makes another day, imply only a variation 
in the labour of one and the same individual. More- 
over, we see at a glance that, in our capitalist society, 
a given portion of human labour is, in accordance with 
the varying demand, at one time supplied in the form 
of tailoring, at another in the form of weaving. Tliis 
change may possibly not take place without friction, 
but take place it must. 

Productive activity, if we leave out of sight its 
special form, viz., the useful character of the labour, 
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is nothing but the expenditure of human labour- 
power. Tailoring and weaving, though qualitatively 
different productive activities, are each a productive 
expenditure of human brains, nerves, and muscles, 
and in this sense are human labour. They are but two 
different modes of expending human labour-power. 
Of course, this labour-power, which remains the same 
under all its modifications, must have attained a certain 
pitch of development before it can be expended in a 
multiplicity of modes. But the value of a commodity 
represents human labour in the abstract, the expendi- 
mre of human labour in general. And just as in society, 
a general or a banker plays a great part, but mere 
man, on the other hand, a very shabby part,^ so here 
with mere human labour. It is the expenditure of 
simple labour-power, /,e., of the labour-power which, 
on an average, apart from any special development, 
exists in the organism of every ordinary individual. 
Simple average labour, it is true, varies in character 
in different countries and at different times, but in a 
particular society it is given. Skilled labour counts 
only as simple labour intensified, or rather, as multi- 
plied simple labour, a given quantity of skilled being 
considered equal to a greater quantity of simple 
labour. Experience shows that this reduction is con- 
stantly being made. A commodity may be the pro- 

^ Comp. Hcgcl, Philosophic des Rechts, Berlin, 1S40, p. 250, 

§ 190- 



Karl Marx 


duct of the most skilled labour, but its value, by equat- 
ing it to the product of simple unskilled labour, repre- 
sents a definite quantity of the latter labour aloned 
The different proportions in which different sorts of 
labour are reduced to unskilled labour as their standard, 
are established by a social process that goes on behind 
the backs of the producers, and, consequently, appear 
to be fixed by custom. For simplicity’s sake we shall 
henceforth account every kind of labour to be un- 
skilled, simple labour ; by this we do no more than 
save ourselves the trouble of making the reduction. 

Just as, therefore, in viewing the coat and linen as 
values, we abstract from their different use-values, 
so it is with the labour represented by those values : 
we disregard the difference between its useful forms, 
weaving and tadoring. As the use-values, coat and 
linen, are combinations of special productive activities 
with cloth and yam, while the values, coat and linen, 
are, on the other hand, mere homogeneous congela- 
tions of undifferentiated labour, so the labour em- 
bodied in these latter values does not count by virtue 
of its productive relation to cloth and yarn, but only 
as being expenditure ofhuman labour-power. Tailor- 
ing and weaving are necessary factors in die creation 

^ The reader must note that we are not speaking here of the wages 
or value that the labourer gets for a given labour time, but of the 
value of the commodity in which that labour time is materialized. 
Wages is a category that, as yet, has no existence at the present stage 
of our investigation. 
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of the use-values, coat and linen, precisely because 
these two kinds of labour are of different qualities ; 
but only in so far as abstraction is made from their 
special qualities, only in so far as both possess the 
same quality of being human labour, do tailoring and 
weaving form the substance of the values of the same 
articles. 

Coats and linen, however, are not merely values, 
but values of definite magnitude, and according to 
our assumption, the coat is wordi twice as much as 
the ten yards of linen. Whence this difference in 
their values ? It is owing to the fact that the linen 
contains only half as much labour as the coat, and 
consequendy that in the production of the latter, 
labour-power must have been expended during twice 
the time necessary for the production of the former. 

Wliile, therefore, with reference to use-value, the 
labour contained in a commodity counts only qualita- 
tively, with reference to value it counts only quantita- 
tively, and must first be reduced to human labour 
pure and simple. In die former case, it is a question 
of How and What, in the latter of How much ? 
How long a time e Since the magnitude of the value 
of a commodity represents only the quantity of labour 
embodied in it, it follows that all commodities, when 
taken in certain proportions, must be equal in value. 

If the productive power of all the different sorts of 
useiful labour required for the production of a coat 

119 



Karl Marx 


remains unchanged, the sum of tlie values of the 
coats produced increases witli their number. If one 
coat represents x days’ labour, two coats represent 
2x days’ labour, and so on. But assume that the 
duration of die labour necessary for the production 
of a coat becomes doubled or halved. In the first 
case, one coat is worth as much as two coats were 
before ; in the second case, two coats are only worth 
as much as one was before, although in both cases one 
coat renders the same service as before, and the useful 
labour embodied in it remains of the same quality. 
But the quantity of labour spent on its production has 
altered. 

An increase in the quantity of use-values is an in- 
crease of material wealth. With two coats two men 
can be clothed, with one coat only one man. Never- 
theless, an increased quantity of material wealth may 
correspond to a simultaneous fall in the magnitude of 
its value. This antagonistic movement has its origin 
in the twofold character of labour. Productive power 
has reference, of course, only to labour of some useful 
concrete form ; the efficacy of any special productive 
activity during a given time being dependent on its 
productiveness. Useful labour becomes, therefore, a 
moreor less abundant sourceof products, in proportion 
to the rise or fall of its productiveness. On the other 
hand, no change in this productiveness affects the 
labour represented by value. Since productive power 
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is an attribute of the concrete useful forms of labour, 
of course it can no longer have any bearing on that 
labour, so soon as we make abstraction from those 
concrete useful forms. However then productive 
power may vary, the same labour, exercised during 
equal periods of time, always yields equal amounts of 
value. But it will yield, during equal periods of time, 
different quantities of values in use ; more, if the 
productive power rise, fewer, if it fall. The same 
change in productive power, which increases the 
fruitfulness of labour, and, in consequence, the 
quantity of use-values produced by that labour, will 
diminish the total value of this increased quantity of 
use-values, provided such change shorten the total 
labour-time necessary for their production ; and 
vice versa. 

On the one hand all labour is, speaking physiologi- 
cally, an expenditure of human labour-power, and 
in its character of identical abstract human labour, it 
creates and forms the value of commodities. On the 
other hand, all labour is the expenditure of human 
labour-power in a special form and with a definite 
aim, and in this, its character of concrete useful labour, 
it produces use-values.^ 

^ In order to prove that labour alone is that all-sufficient and real 
measure, by which at all times the value of all commodities can be 
estimated and compared, Adam Smith says, “ Equal quantities of 
labour must at all times and in all places have the same value for the 
labourer. In his normal state of health, strength^ and activity, and 
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THE FETISHISM OF COMMODITIES AND 
THE SECRET THEREOF 


After this opening passage, Marx goes on to examine the way 
in which commodities exchange with each other in great detail. 
We shall have to omit this passage, however, and include only 
the summary of this part of the argument. The summary forms 
the last section of Chapter i, and is called The Fetishism of 
Commodities and the Secret Thereof’* This is not an easy 
section of Capital. But it is one of the most important atii 
brilliant. 

The essential thing that Marx is saying is this. As many people 
realize, we are all in modem capitalist society dependent on each 
other. We could not, that is to say, live for a single day except 
as a result of a form of co-operation in our work. We all (except 
those who do not have to work because they own a part of the 


with the average degree of skill that he may possess, he must always 
give up the same portion of his rest, his freedom, and liis happiness.” 
— {Wealth of Nations, b. I., ch. v.) On the one hand, Adam vSmith 
here (but not everywhere) confuses the def ermination of value by 
means of the quantity of labour expended in the production of 
commodities, with the determination of the values of comniodiries 
by means of the value of labour, and seeks in consequence to prove 
that equal quantities of labour have always die same value. On the 
other hand, he has a presentiment that labour, so far as it manifests 
itself in the value of commodities, counts only as expenditure of 
labour-power, but he treats this expenditure as the mere sacrifice of 
rest, freedom, and happiness, not as at the same time the normal 
activity of living beings. But then, he has the modern wage- 

123 



The Fetishism o f Commodities 

means of production) work for each other. I, for example, can 
only devote my time to writing books for you, because you 
devote your time to producing food or clothes or transport 
facilities or something else for me. You buy my books and I 
buy your bread, clothes, or whatever your product is. The 
buying and selling of commodities amounts to, and produces, 
a form of social co-operation by which the necessary work of 
the world is shared out between us all, each man specializing on 
a particular job. 

Now this fact is pointed out almost ai nauseam by all the 
economists. But what Marx, and nobody else, points out is that 
this social co-operation is, in capitalist society or in any society 
which lives by exchanging commodities, unconscious. Nobody, 
nor any group of people, has arranged that so many people shall 
work at food producing, so many at clothes producing, so many 
at writing books, so many at doctoring, so many at providing 
transport, amusement, &c., See, The social division of labour 
has, on the contrary, grown up quite unconsciously. It has 
grown up by means of the gradually extending purchase and 
sale of commodities offered on a market. And it is the automatic 
and uncontrolled play of this market which settles how many 
people should bake, how many should doctor, how many should 


labourer in his eye. Much more aptly, the anonymous predecessor 
of Adam Smith, quoted above in Note,^ p. 6, says “ one man has 
employed himself a week in providing tliis necessary of life . . . 
and he that gives him some other in exchange, cannot make a better 
estimate of what is a proper equivalent, than by computing what 
cost him just as much labour and time ; which in effect is no more 
than exchanging one man’s labour in one thing for a time certain, 
for another man’s labour in another thing for the same time ” 
( 1 . c., p. 39) . [The English language has the advantage of possessing 
different words for the two aspects of labour here considered. The 
labour which creates Use-Value, and counts qualitatively, is Work, 
as distinguished from Labour ; that which creates Value and counts 
quantitatively, is Labour as distinguished from Work. — E d.] 
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write books, how many should serve as railway workers, &:c., 
&c. Moreover, the market eftecfs this distribution oi labour 
between all the cliiTcrent branches of production in a very rough 
and ready way. There is nothing to prevent nuuiy too many, 
people, for example, becoming bakers, and this actually does 
happen from time to time. But then too much bread is baked, 
its price fills below its value, and the bakers cannot get a living. 
Some of them are forced out into other occupations. 

Marx draws important conclusions from this conception. As 
he puts it, what is really a relationship between people shows 
itself in capitalist society as a relationship between things. The 
relationship is really between the bakers who bake the bread, 
the tailors who make clothes, the authors who write books ; but 
these people never come into contact with each other at all. All 
tliat conies into contact are their respective products — the bread, 
the suits of cloches, and the books — which arc exchanged on the 
market one for the other. Thus people arc almost unaware that 
they can only live by co-operating widi each other. Moreover, 
since they do not realize consciously what they arc doing, they 
are quite unable to control the process. This is why, under 
capitalism, our lives are governed, and often profoundly dis- 
turbed, and even destroyed, by what arc called ** economic 
laws.” These economic laws are merely expressions of the 
automatic, unconscious wav in which due proportions between 
the numbers engaged in different occupations are maintained. 
And they are overriding and inescapable laws so long as social 
co-operation remains an unconscious thing, carried on by ex- 
changing commodities between independent, unrelated pro- 
ducers. This is a basic reason why, under capitalism, there is no 
possibility of abolishing those profound economic disturbances 
which we call crises or slumps. So long as wc let the unconscious 
uncomprehended forces of the market regulate our lives, we must 
expect them to do so only at the cost of untold waste and suffering 
for millions of human beings. — ^E. J. S. 
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A COMMODITY appears, at first sight, a very trivial 
thing, and easily understood. Its analysis shows that 
it is, in reality, a very queer thing, abounding in 
metaphysical subtleties and theological niceties. So 
far as it is a value in use, there is nothing mysterious 
about it, whether we consider it from the point of 
view that by its properties it is capable of satisfying 
human wants, or from the point that those properties 
are the product of human labour. It is as clear as 
noon-day, that man, by his industry, changes the forms 
of the materials furnished by nature, in such a way as 
to make them useful to him. The form of wood, for 
instance, is altered, by making a table out of it. Yet, 
for all that, the table continues, to be that common, 
every-day thing, wood. But, so soon as it steps forth 
as a commodity, it is changed into something tran- 
scendent. It not only stands with its feet on die 
ground, but, in relation to all other commodities, it 
stands on its head, and evolves out of its wooden brain 
grotesque ideas, far more wonderful than '' table- 
turning ” ever was. 

The mystical character of commodities does not 
originate, therefore, in their use-value. Just as little 
does it proceed from tlie nature of the determining 
factors of value. For, in die first place, however varied 
the useful kinds of labour, or productive activities, 
may be, it is a physiological fact, that they are functions 
of tlic human organism, and that each such func- 
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tion, whatever may be its nature or form, is essentially 
the expenditure of human brain, nerves, muscles, &c. 
Secondly, with regard to that which forms the ground- 
Vv^ork for the quantitative determination of value, 
namely, the duration of that expenditure, or the 
quantity of labour, it is quite clear that there is a 
palpable difference between its quantity and quality. 
In all states of society, the labour-time that it costs 
to produce the means of subsistence, must necessarily 
be an object of interest to mankind, though not of 
equal interest in different stages of development^ And 
lastly, from the moment that men in any way work 
for one another, their labour assumes a social form. 

Whence, then, arises the enigmatical character of 
the product of labour, so soon as it assumes the form 
of commodities e Clearly from this form itself. The 
equality of all sorts of human labour is expressed 
objectively by their products all being equally values ; 
the measure of the expenditure of labour-power by the 
duration of that expenditure takes the form of the 
quantity of value of the products of labour ; and 
finally, the mutual relations of the producers, within 
which the social character of their labour affirms itself, 
take the form of a social relation between the products. 

^ Among the ancient Gcmians the unit for measuring land was 
what could be harvested in a day, and was called Tagwerk, Tag- 
wanne (jurnale, or terra jurnalis, or diornalis), Mannsmaad, 6 cc. 
(Sec G. L. von Maurer, Binleittmg zur Gcschichtc der Mark, &c.^ 
Verfassung, Miinchen, 1859, pp. 139-59.) 
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A commodity is therefore a mysterious thing, simply 
because in it the social character of men’s labour 
appears to them as an objective character stamped 
upon the product of that labour ; because the relation 
of the producers to the sum total of their own labour 
is presented to them as a social relation, existing not 
between themselves, but between the products of 
their labour. Tliis is the reason why the products of 
labour become commodities, social things whose 
quahties are at the same time perceptible and im- 
perceptible by the senses. In the same way the light 
from an object is perceived by us not as the subjective 
excitation of our optic nerve, but as the objective form 
of something outside the eye itself. But, in the act of 
seeing, there is at all events an acmal passage of Hght 
from one diing to another, from the external object 
to the eye. There is a physical relation between physi- 
cal things. But it is different with commodities. 
There, the existence of tlie things qua commodities, 
and the value relation between the products of labour 
which stamps tiiem as commodities, have absolutely 
no connection with their physical properties and with 
the material relations arising therefrom. There it is a 
definite social relation between men, that assumes, in 
their eyes, the fantastic form of a relation between 
things. In order, therefore, to find an analogy, we 
must have recourse to the mist-enveloped regions of 
the rehgious world. In that world the productions 
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of the human brain appear as independent beings en- 
dowed with life, and entering into relation both with 
one another and die human race. So it is in the world 
of commodities with the products of men’s hands. 
This I call the Fetishism which attaches itself to the 
products of labour, so soon as they arc produced as 
commodities, and which is therefore inseparable from 
the production of commodities. 

This Fetishism of commodities has its origin, as 
the foregoing analysis has already shown, in the 
peculiar social character of the labour that produces 
them. 

As a general rule, articles of utility become com- 
modities, only because they are products of the labour 
of private individuals or groups of individuals who 
carry on their work independently of each other. 
The sum total of the labour of all these private 
individuals forms the aggregate labour of society. 
Since the producers do not come into social contact 
with each other until they exchange their products, 
the specific social character of each producer’s labour 
does not show itself except in the act of exchange. In 
other words, the labour of the individual asserts 
Itself as a part of the labour of society, only by means 
of the relations wliich the act of exchange establishes 
directly between the products, and indirectly, through 
them, between the producers. To the latter, therefore, 
the relations connecting the labour of one individual 
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with tliat of the rest appear, not as direct social 
relations between individuals at work, but as what 
they really are, material relations between persons and 
social relations between things. It is only by being 
exchanged that the products of labour acquire, as 
values, one uniform social status, distinct from their 
varied forms of existence as objects of udhty. Tliis 
division of a product into a useful thing and a value 
becomes practically important, only when exchange 
has acquired such an extension that useful articles are 
produced for the purpose of being exchanged, and 
their character as values has therefore to be taken into 
account, beforehand, during production. From this 
moment the labour of the individual producer acquires 
socially a twofold character. On the one hand, it 
must, as a definite useful kind of labour, satisfy a 
definite social want, and thus hold its place as part 
and parcel of the collective labour of all, as a branch 
of a social division of labour that has sprung up 
spontaneously. On the other hand, it can satisfy the 
manifold wants of the individual producer himself, 
only in so far as the mutual exchangeabiHty of all 
kinds of useful private labour is an established social 
fact, and therefore the private useful labour of each 
producer ranks on an equality with that of all others. 
The equalization of the most different kinds of labour 
can be the result only of an abstraction from their 
inequahtics, or of reducing them to their common 
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denominator, viz., expenditure of human labour- 
power or human labour in the abstract. The twofold 
social character of the labour of the individual appears 
to him, when reflected in his brain, only under those 
forms which are impressed upon that labour in every- 
day practice by the exchange of products. In this way, 
the character that his own labour possesses of being 
socially useful takes the form of the condition, that 
the product must be not only useful, but useful for 
others, and the social character that his particular- 
labour has of being the equal of all other particular 
kinds of labour, takes the form that all the physically 
different articles that are the products of labour, have 
one common quality, viz., that of having value. 

Hence, when we bring the products of our labour 
into relation with each other as values, it is not because 
we see in these articles the material receptacles of 
homogeneous human labour. Quite the contrary : 
whenever, by an exchange, we equate as values our 
different products, by that very act, we also equate, 
as human labour, tire different kinds of labour ex- 
pended upon them. We arc not aware of this, never- 
theless we do it.^ Value, therefore, does not stalk 

^ When, therefore, Galiaiii says : Value is a relation between 
persons — La Ricchezza e una ragione tra due persone,” — ^hc ought 
to have added : a relation between persons expressed as a relation 
between things. — (Galiani : “ Della Moneta,” p. 221, V. III. of Cus- 
todies collection of Schttori Classici Italiani di Bconomia Politica. 
Parte Modema, Milano, 1803.) 
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about with a label describing what it is. It is value, 
rather, that converts every product into a social 
hieroglyphic. Later on, we try to decipher the hiero- 
glyphic, to get behind the secret of our own social 
products ; for to stamp an object of utihty as a value, 
is just as much a social product as language. The 
recent scientific discovery, that the products of labour, 
so far as they are values, are but material expressions 
of the human labour spent in their production, marks, 
indeed, an epoch in the history of die development of 
the human race, but, by no means, dissipates the mist 
through which the social character of labour appears 
to us to be an objective character of the products 
themselves. The fact, that in the parricular form of 
production with which we are dealing, viz,, the 
production of commodities, the specific social char- 
acter of private labour carried on independently, 
consists in the equality of every kind of that labour, 
by virtue of its being human labour, which character, 
therefore, assumes in the product the form of value — 
this fact appears to the producers, notwithstanding the 
discovery above referred to, to be just as real and 
final, as the fact, that, after the discovery by science 
of the component gases of air, the atmosphere itself 
remained unaltered. 

What, first of all, practically concerns producers 
when they make an exchange, is the question, how 
much of some other product they get for their own ? 
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in what proportions the products are exchangeable ? 
When these proportions have, by custom, attained a 
certain stability, they appear to result from the nature 
of the products, so that, for instance, one ton of iron 
and two ounces of gold appear as naturally to be of 
equal value as a pound of gold and a pound of iron 
in spite of their different physical and chemical 
qualities appear to be of equal weight. The character 
of having value, when once impressed upon products, 
obtains fixity only by reason of their acting and re- 
acting upon each other as quantities of value. These 
quantities vary continually, independently of the will, 
foresight and action of the producers. To them, their 
own social action takes the form of the action of 
objects, which rule the producers instead of being 
ruled by them. It requires a fully developed pro- 
duction of commodities before, from accumulated 
experience alone, the scientific conviction springs up, 
that all tlie different kinds of private labour, which 
are carried on independently of each other, and yet 
as spontaneously developed branches of the social 
division of labour, are continually being reduced to 
the quantitative proportions in which society requires 
them. And why 5 Because, in die midst of all die 
accidental and ever fluctuating exchange-relations 
between the products, the labour-time socially neces- 
sary for their production forcibly asserts itself like an 
overriding law of nature. The law of gravity dius 
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asserts itself when a house falls about our ears.^ The 
determination of the magnitude of value by labour- 
time is therefore a secret, hidden under the apparent 
fluctuations in the relative values of commodities. Its 
discovery, while removing all appearance of mere 
accidentality from the determination of die magnitude 
of the values of products, yet in no way alters the 
mode in which that determination takes place. 

Man’s reflections on the forms of social life, and 
consequently, also, his scientific analysis of those 
forms, take a course directly opposite to that of their 
actual historical development. He begins, post festum, 
with the results of the process of development ready 
to hand before him. The characters that stamp pro- 
ducts as commodities, and whose establishment is a 
necessary preliminary to the circulation of com- 
modities, have already acquired the stability of natural, 
self-understood forms of social life, before man seeks 
to decipher, not their historical character, for in his 
eyes they are immutable, but their meaning. Conse- 
quently it was the analysis of the prices of commodities 
that alone led to the determination of the magnitude 
of value, and it was the common expression of all 

^ “ What arc we to think of a law that asserts itself only by 
periodical revolutions ? It is just nothing but a law of Nature, 
founded on the want of knowledge of those whose action is the 
subject of it.” — (Friedrich Engels, “Umrises zu einer Kritik der 
Nationalokonomic,” in the Deutsch-Jranzdsische Jahrhucher, edited 
by Arnold Ruge and Karl Marx, Paris, 1844.) 
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commodities in money that alone led to the establish- 
ment of their characters as values. It is, however, just 
this ultimate money form of the world of com- 
modities that actually conceals, instead of disclosing, 
the social character of private labour, and the social 
relations between the individual producers. When 
I state that coats or boots stand in a relation to linen, 
because it is the universal incarnation of abstract human 
labour, the absurdity of the statement is self-evident. 
Nevertheless, when the producers of coats and boots 
compare those articles with linen, or, what is the same 
thing, witli gold or silver, as the universal equivalent, 
they express the relation between their own private 
labour and the collective labour of society in the same 
absurd form. 

The categories of bourgeois economy consist of 
such like forms. They are forms of thought expressing 
with social validity the conditions and relations of a 
definite, historically determined mode of production, 
viz., the production of commodities. The whole 
mystery of commodities, all the magic and necro- 
mancy that surrounds the products of labour as long 
as they take the form of commodities, vanishes there- 
fore, so soon as we come to other forms of production. 

Since Robinson Crusoe's experiences arc a favourite 
theme with political economists,^ let us take a look 

1 Even Ricardo has his stories I la Robinson. “ He makes the 
primitive hunter and the primitive fisher straight v/ay, as owners o£ 
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at him on his island. Moderate though he be, yet 
some few wants he has to satisfy, and must therefore 
do a httle useful work of various sorts, such as making 
tools and furniture, taming goats, fishing and hunting. 
Of his prayers and the hke we take no account, since 
they are a source of pleasure to him, and he looks upon 
them as so much recreation. In spite of the variety 
of his work, he laiows that his labour, whatever its 
form, is but the activity of one and tlie same Robinson, 
and consequently, that it consists of nothing but 
different modes of human labour. Necessity itself 
compels him to apportion his time accurately between 
his different kinds of work. Whether one kind 
occupies a greater space in his general activity than 
another, depends on the difficulties, greater or less as 
the case may be, to be overcome in attaining the 
useful effect aimed at. This our friend Robinson 
soon learns by experience, and having rescued a watch, 
ledger, and pen and ink from the wreck, commences, 
like a true-born Briton, to keep a set of books. His 
stock-book contains a hst of the objects of utility that 
belong to him, of the operations necessary for dieir 

commodities, exchange fish and game in the proportion in which 
labour-time is incorporated in these exchange values. On this 
occasion he commits the anachronism of making these men apply 
to the calculation, so far as their implements have to be taken into 
account, the annuity tables in current use on the London Exchange 
in the year 1817. ‘ The parallelograms of Mr. Owen ’ appear to be 
the only fonn of society, besides the bourgeois form, with which 
he was acquainted.” — (Karl Marx, Zur Kritiky Be., pp. 38, 39.) 
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production ; and lastly, of the labour time that 
definite quantities of those objects have, on an average, 
cost him. All the relations between Robinson and 
the objects that form this wealth of his own creation, 
are here so simple and clear as to be intelligible without 
exertion, even to Mr. Sedley Taylor. And yet those 
relations contain all that is essential to the determina- 
tion of value. 

Let us now transport ourselves from Robinson’s 
island bathed in light to the European middle ages 
shrouded in darkness. Here, instead of the inde- 
pendent man, we find every one dependent, serfs and 
lords, vassals and suzerains, laymen and clergy. 
Personal dependence here characterizes the social 
relations of production just as much as it docs the other 
spheres of life organized on the basis of that pro- 
duction. But for the very reason that personal de- 
pendence forms the groundwork of society, there is 
no necessity for labour and its products to assume a 
fantastic form different from their reality. They take 
the shape, in the transactions of society, of services 
in kind and payments in kind. Here the particular 
and natural form of labour, and not, as in a society 
based on production of commodities, its general 
abstract form is the immediate social form of labour. 
Compulsory labour is just as properly measured by 
time, as commodity-producing labour ; but every serf 
knows that what he expends in tlie service of his lord, 
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is a definite quantity of his own personal labour-power. 
The tithe to be rendered to the priest is more matter 
of fact than his blessing. No matter, then, what we 
may tliink of the parts played by the different classes 
of people themselves in this society ; the social 
relations between individuals in the performance of 
their labour, appear at all events as their own mutual 
personal relations, and are not disguised under the 
shape of social relations between the products of 
labour. 

For an example of labour in common or directly 
associated labour, we have no occasion to go back to 
that spontaneously developed form which we find 
on the threshold of the history of all civilized races.^ 
We have one close at hand in the patriarchal industries 
of a peasant family, that produces com, cattle, yam, 
linen, and clothing for home use. These different 
articles are, as regards the family, so many products 
of its labour, but as between themselves, tliey are not 

^ “ A ridiculous presumption has latterly got abroad that common 
property in its primitive form is specifically a Slavonian, or even 
exclusively Russian form. It is the primitive fonn that we can prove 
to have existed amongst Romans, Teutons, and Celts, and even to 
this day we find numerous examples, ruins though they be, in India. 
A more exhaustive study of Asiatic, and especially of Indian forms 
of common property, would show how from the different forms of 
primitive common property, different forms of its dissolution have 
been developed. Thus, for instance, the various original types of 
Roman and Teutonic private property are deducible from different 
forms of Indian common property.” — (Karl Marx, Zur Kritik, &c., 

p. 10.) 


137 



Karl Marx 


commodities. The different kinds of labour, such as 
tillage, cattle tending, spinning, weaving and making 
clothes, which result in the various products, arc in 
themselves, and such as they arc, direct social functions, 
because functions of the family, wliich, just as much as 
a society based on the production of commodities, 
possesses a spontaneously developed system of division 
of labour. The distribution of the work within the 
family, and the regulation of the labour-time of the 
several members, depend as well upon differences of 
age and sex as upon natural conditions varying with 
the seasons. The labour-power of each individual, 
by its very nature, operates in tliis case merely as a 
definite portion of the whole labour-power of the 
family, and therefore, the measure of the expenditure 
of individual labour-power by its duration, appears 
here by its very nature as a social character of their 
labour. 

Let us now picture to ourselves, by way of change, 
a community of free individuals, carrying on their 
work with the means of production in common, in 
which the labour-power of all the different individuals 
is consciously applied as die combined labour-power 
of the community. All the characteristics of Robin- 
son’s labour are here repeated, but with tliis difference, 
that they are social, instead of individual. Everything 
produced by him was exclusively the result of liis own 
personal labour, and therefore simply an object of 
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use for himself. The total product of our community 
is a social product. One portion serves as fresh means 
of production and remains social. But another portion 
is consumed by the members as means of subsistence. 
A distribution of this portion amongst them is con- 
sequently necessary. The mode of this distribution 
will vary with the productive organization of the 
community, and the degree of historical development 
attained by the producers. We will assume, but 
merely for the sake of a parallel with the production 
of commodities, that the share of each individual 
producer in tlie means of subsistence is determined 
by his labour-time. Labour-time would, in that case, 
play a double part. Its apportionment in accordance 
with a definite social plan maintains the proper pro- 
portion between the different kinds of work to be 
done and the various wants of the community. On 
the other hand, it also serves as a measure of the 
portion of the common labour borne by each indi- 
vidual, and of his share in the part of the total product 
destined for individual consumption. The social 
relations of the individual producers, with regard both 
to their labour and to its products, are in this case 
perfectly simple and intelligible, and that with regard 
not only to production but also to distribution. 

The religious world is but the reflex of the real 
world. And for a society based upon the production of 
commodities, in which the producers in general enter 
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into social relations with one another by treating their 
products as commodities and values, whereby they 
reduce their individual private labour to the standard 
of homogeneous human labour — for such a society, 
Christianity with its cuhns of abstract man, more 
especially in its bourgeois developments, Protestant- 
ism, Deism, dee., is the most fitting form of religion. 
In the ancient Asiatic and odier ancient modes of 
production, we find that the conversion of products 
into commodities, and therefore the conversion of 
men into producers of commodities, holds a sub- 
ordinate place, which, however, increases in impor- 
tance as the primitive communities approach nearer 
and nearer to their dissolution. Trading nations, prop- 
erly so called, exist in the ancient world only in its 
interstices, Hke the gods of Epicurus in the Interinundia, 
or like Jews in die pores of Polish society. Those 
ancient social organisms of production arc, as com- 
pared with bourgeois society, extremely simple and 
transparent. But drey arc founded cither on the 
immature development of man individually, who has 
not yet severed the umbilical cord that unites him 
with liis fellow-men in a primitive tribal community, 
or upon direct relations of subjection. They can arise 
and exist only when the development of the pro- 
ductive power of labour has not risen beyond a low 
stage, and when, therefore, the social relations witliin 
the sphere of material life, between man and man, 
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and between man and Nature, are correspondingly 
narrow. Tiiis narrowness is reflected in the ancient 
worship of Nature, and in the other elements of the 
popular religions. The religious reflex of the real 
world can, in any case, only then finally vanish, when 
the practical relations of everyday life offer to man 
none but perfectly intelligible and reasonable relations 
with regard to his fellow-men and to nature. 

The life-process of society, which is based on the 
process of material production, does not strip off its 
mystical veil until it is treated as production by freely 
associated men, and is consciously regulated by them 
in accordance with a setded plan. This, however, 
demands for society a certain material groundwork 
or set of conditions of existence which in their turn 
are the spontaneous product of a long and painful 
process of development. 

Political economy has indeed analysed, however 
incompletely,^ value and its magnitude, and has dis- 

^ The insufficiency of Ricardo’s analysis of the magnitude of 
value, and his analysis is by far the best, will appear from the 3rd 
and 4th books of his work. As regards value in general, it is the 
weak point of the classical school of political economy that it no- 
where, expressly and with full consciousness, distinguishes between 
labour, as it appears in the value of a product and the same labour, 
as it appears in the use-value of tliat product. Of course the dis- 
tinction is practically made, since this school treats labour, at one 
time under its quantitative aspect, at another under its qualitative 
aspect. But it has not the least idea, that when the difference 
between various kinds of labour is treated as purely quantitative, 
their quaHtative unity or equality, and therefore their reduction to 

I41 



Karl Marx 


covered what lies beneath these forms. But it has 
never once asked the question why labour is repre- 
sented by the value of its product and labour-time by 
the magnitude of that value. ^ Those formuhe, wliich 

abstract human labour, is implied. For instance, Ricardo declares 
that he agrees with Destutt de Tracy in this proposition : “ As it is 
certain that our physical and moral faculties arc alone our original 
riches, the employment of those faculties, labour of some kind, is our 
only original treasure, and it is always from this employment that 
all those things arc created, which we call riches. ... It is certain, too, 
that all those things only represent the labour which has created 
them, and if they have a value, or even two distinct values, they can 
only derive them from that (the value) of the labour from which 
they emanate.” — (Ricardo, The Principles of Pol, Econ.^ 3 Ed., 
Loud., 1821, p. 334.) We would here only point out, that Ricardo 
puts his own more profound interpretation upon the words of 
Destutt. What the latter really says is, that on the one hand all 
things which constitute wealth represent the labour that creates 
them, but that on the other hand, they acquire their “ two different 
values ” (use-value and exchangc-valuc) from “ the value of 
labour.” He thus falls into the commonplace error of the vulgar 
economists, who assume the value of one commodity (in tliis case 
labour) in order to determine the values of the rest. But Ricardo 
reads him as if he had said, that labour (not the value of labour) is 
embodied both in use-value and cxchange-valuc. Nevertheless, 
Ikicardo himself pays so little attention to tlic twofold character 
of the labour which has a twofold embodiment, that he devotes 
the whole of his chapter on “ Value and Riches, Their Distinctive 
Properties,” to a laborious examination of the trivialities of a 
J. B. Say. And at the finish he is quite astonished to find that 
Destutt on the one hand agrees with him as to labour being the 
source of value, and on the other hand with J. B. Say as to the 
notion of value. 

^ It is one of the chief failings of classical economy that it has 
never succeeded, by means of its analysis of commodities, and, in 
particular, of their value, in discovering that form under which 
value becomes exchange-value. Even Adam Smith and Ricardo, 
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bear stamped upon tliem in unmistakable letters, 
that they belong to a state of society, in which the 
process of production has the mastery over man, 
instead of being controlled by him, such formulse 
appear to the bourgeois intellect to be as much a self- 

the best representatives of the school, treat the form of value as a 
thing of no importance, as having no connection with the inherent 
nature of commodities. The reason for this is not solely because 
their attention is entirely absorbed in the analysis of the magnitude 
of value. It lies deeper. The value form of the product of labour 
is not only the most abstract, but is also the most universal form, 
taken by the product in bourgeois production, and stamps that 
production as a particular species of social production, and thereby 
gives it its special historical character. If then we treat this mode of 
production as one eternally fixed by nature for every state of 
society, we necessarily overlook that which is the differentia 
specifica of the value-form, and consequently of the commodity- 
form, and of its further developments, money-form, capital-form, 
&c. We consequently find that economists, who are thoroughly 
agreed as to labour-time being the measure of the magnitude of 
value, have the most strange and contradictory ideas of money, the 
perfected form of the general equivalent. This is seen in a striking 
manner when they treat of banking, where the commonplace- 
definitions of money will no longer hold water. This led to the rise 
of a restored mercantile system (Canilh, &c,), which sees in value 
nothing but a social form, or rather the unsubstantial ghost of that 
form. Once for all I may here state, that by classical political 
economy, I understand that economy which, since the time of 
W. Petty, has investigated the real relations of production in bour- 
geois society, in contradistinction to vulgar economy, which deals 
with appearances only, mminates without ceasing on the materials 
long since provided by scientific economy, and there seeks plausible 
explanations of the most obtrusive phenomena, for bourgeois daily 
use, but for the rest, confines itself to systematizing in a pedantic 
way, and proclaiming for everlasting truths, the trite ideas held by 
the self-complacent bourgeoisie with regard to their own world, 
to them the best of all possible worlds. 
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evident necessity imposed by nature as productive 
labour itself. Hence forms of social production that 
preceded the bourgeois form, are treated by the 
bourgeoisie in much the same way as the Fathers of 
the Church treated pre-Christian religions.^ 


^ “ Les economistes out unc singulicrc maiiicrc de proct 5 dcr. II n’y 
a pour cux que deux sortes d’iiistitiidons, cellos do Fart cC cellos dc la 
nature. Les institutions dc la fcodalitc sont dcs institutions artifi- 
cielles, ccllcs de la bourgeoisie sent dcs institutions naturelles. Ils 
rcssemblent cn ceci aux thcologicns, qui cux aussi etablisscnt deux 
sortes de religions. Toute religion qui n’est pas la lour cst une inven- 
tion des homines, tandis que lour propre religion est une emanation 
de Dieu. — Ainsi il y a eu de Fhistoire, mais il n^y en a plus.” — (Karl 
Marx, Miske de la Philosophie : Reponsc a la Philosophic de la 
Misere par M. Proudhon, 1847, p. 113.) Truly comical is M. Basdat, 
who imagines that the ancient Greeks and Romans lived by plunder 
alone. But when people plunder for centuries, there must always 
be something at hand for tlaem to seize ; the objects of plunder must 
be continually reproduced. It would thus appear that even Greeks 
and Romans had some process of production, couscquciuiy, an 
economy, which just as much constituted the material basis of their 
world, as bourgeois economy constitutes that of our modern world. 
Or perhaps Basdat means, that a mode of production based on 
slavery is based on a system of plunder. In that case he treads on 
dangerous ground. If a giant thinker like Aristotle erred in his 
appreciation of slave labour, wliy should a dwarf economist like 
Basdat be right in his appreciation of wage-labour ? — I seize this 
opportunity of shortly answering an objection takeai by a German 
paper in America, to my work, Zur Kritik dcr Pol, Ovkotuvnic, 
1859. In the estimation of that paper, niy view that each special, 
mode of production and the social relations corresponding to it, in 
short, that the economic structure of society, is the real basis on 
which the juridical and political superstructure is raised, and to 
which definite social forms of thought correspond ; that the mode 
of production determines the character of the social, political, and 
intellectual life generally, all tliis is very true for our own times, in 
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To what extent some economists are misled by the 
Fetishism inherent in commodities, or by the objective 
appearance of the social characteristics of labour, is 
shown, amongst other ways, by the dull and tedious 
quarrel over the part played by Nature in the forma- 
tion of exchange value. Since exchange value is a defi- 
nite social manner of expressing the amount of labour 
bestowed upon an object, Nature has no more to do 
with it, than it has in fixing the course of exchange. 

The mode of production in which the product 
takes the form of a commodity, or is produced directly 
for exchange, is the most general and most embryonic 
form of bourgeois production. It therefore makes its 
appearance at an early date in history, though not in 
the same predominating and characteristic manner as 
nowadays. Hence its Fetish character is compara- 
tively easy to be seen through. But when we come 

which material interests preponderate, but not for the middle ages, 
in which Catholicism, nor for Athens and Rome, where politics, 
reigned supreme. In the first place it strikes one as an odd thing 
for any one to suppose that these well-worn phrases about the 
middle ages and the ancient world are unknown to any one else. 
This much, however, is clear, that the middle ages could not live 
on Catholicism, nor the ancient world on politics. On the con- 
trary, it is the mode in which they gained a livelihood that explains 
why here politics, and there Catholicism, played the chief part. 
For the rest, it requires but a slight acquaintance with the history of 
the Roman republic, for example, to be aware that its secret 
history, is the history of its landed property. On the other hand, 
Don Quixote long ago paid the penalty for wrongly imagining 
that knight errantry was compatible with aU economical forms of 
society. 
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to more concrete forms, even this appearance of 
simplicity vanishes. Whence arose the illusions of the 
monetary system ; To it gold and silver, when 
serving as money, did not represent a social relation 
between producers, but were natural objects with 
strange social properties. And modern economy, 
which looks down with such disdain on the monetary 
system, docs not its superstition come out as clear 
as noonday, whenever it treats of capital ? How long 
is it since economy discarded the physiocratic illusion, 
that rents grow out of the soil and not out of society ; 

But not to anticipate, we will content ourselves 
with yet another example relating to the commodity 
form. Could commodities themselves speak, they 
would say : Our use-value may be a tlhng that 
interests men. It is no part of us as objects. What, 
however, does belong to us as objects, is our value. 
Our natural intercourse as commodities proves it. 
In the eyes of each other we are nothing but exchange 
values. Now listen how those commodities speak 
dirough the mouth of the economist. “ Value ” 
(i.c., exchange value) “ is a property of things, riches ” 
(t.e., use-value) “ of man. Value, in this sense, 
necessarily implies exchanges, riches do not.” ^ 
“ Riches ” (use-value) “ are the attribute of men, 
value is die attribute of commodities. A man or a 

^ Ohscrpdtions on certain verbal disputes in Pol Econ.^ particularly 
relating to value and to demand and supply, Lond., 1821, p. 16. 
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community is rich, a pearl or a diamond is valuable. . . . 
A pearl or a diamond is valuable as a pearl or dia- 
monds So far no chemist has ever discovered ex- 
change value either in a pearl or a diamond. The 
economical discoverers of this chemical element, who 
by-the-bye lay special claim to critical acumen, find 
however that the use-value of objects belongs to them 
independently of their material properties, while their 
value, on the odier hand, forms a part of them as 
objects. What confirms them in this view, is the 
peculiar circumstance that the use-value of objects is 
realized without exchange, by means of a direct 
relation between the objects and man, v^hile, on the 
other hand, their value is realized only by exchange, 
that is, by means of a social process. Who fails here 
to call to mind our good friend, Dogberry, who 
informs neighbour Seacoal, that, To be a well- 
favoured man is the gift of fortune ; but reading and 
writing comes by nature.’’ ^ 

^ S. Bailey, 1 . c., p. 165. 

2 The author of Observations and S. Bailey accuse Ricardo of 
converting exchange value from something relative into something 
absolute. The opposite is the fact. He has explained the apparent 
relation between objects, such as diamonds and pearls, in which 
relation they appear as exchange values, and disclosed the true rela- 
tion hidden belund the appearances, namely, their relation to each 
other as mere expressions of human labour. If the followers of 
Ricardo answer Bailey somewhat rudely, and by no means con- 
vincingly, the reason is to be sought in this, that they were unable 
to find in Ricardo’s own works any key to the hidden relations 
existing between value and its form, exchange value. 
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The above extracts are all of Parc I. which I have space to give. 
The rest of the part consists of a detailed analysis of the nature 
of money. Marx explains what money is and details its vari~ 
ous functions. He demonstrates that money is originally and 
essentially a method for making the fundamental process of 
exchanging commodities infinitely easier and, therefore^ infinitely 
more widespread. But he shows that the intervention of money 
also mokes the process of exchanging much more unstable, much 
more subject to disturbance. He shows in detail how money 
makes it possible for the mechanism of exchange, as described 
above, to get hopelessly out of order and produce the devastating 
crises (such as the one which began in 1929 — the after-effects of 
which we are still experiencing in 1937). 

So far Marx has been analysing a society based on the exchange 
of commodities. Capitalism, however, is one highly specialized 
kind of commodity exchanging society. As he vshowed in detail 
in his chapters on Primitive Accumulation a specifically capitalist 
society is one in which the means of production have been 
gathered up, out of the hands of the population at large and 
placed in the liauds of a small class ; it is a society in which the 
means of production have become capital in the hands of a class 
of capitalists. But how does this process occur ? The chapters 
on Primitive Accumulation show how the thing happened his- 
torically. Part. II of Capital, which is called “ The Transformation 
of Money into Capital,” analyses the economic aspects of the 

E rocess. Below I give the whole of this part, wliich is quite 
rief. 
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There are, Marx says, two ways in which commodities circu- 
late. In a non-capitalist, commodity exchanging, society a man 
first produces a commodity, and then, if he does not want to use 
it himself, exchanges it for money. Finally, with this money 
he buys another commodity which he does want to use. Thus a 
peasant who has more corn than he wants sells that corn for 
money and buys some wine with it. You can express this kind 
of commodity circulation by the shorthand formula C — M — C : 
Commodity — Money — Commodity. In this kind of trading 
people sell things which they do not want in order to buy things 
which they do want. 

But, says Marx, tliere appears at a certain stage in the de- 
velopment of such commodity producing, pre-capitalist societies 
a new kind of commodity circulation, or trading. There appear 
people who have got money, or capital (where this money has 
come from we shall find out in a moment). These people buy 
commodities with their money, but they do not do this because 
they want the commodities for tliemselves ; they do so in order 
to sell them again for more money. This kind of specifically 
capitalist trading is represented by the shorthand formula M — C 
— M : Money — Commodities — Money. This, if you think of 
it, is just the kind of trading always undertaken by a capitalist. 
He has, say, 10,000 of money, or capital. He lays this out in 
buying ;£5,ooo worth of some raw material (let us say cloth), 
;^3,ooo worth of tailoring labour, and ^2,000 worth for the hire 
of workshops, sewing machines, thread, See., &c., &c. Then he 
has the cloth made up into suits and sells the suits again for, he 
trusts and believes, more than ^10,000. He has bought the 
commodities only with the intention of selling them again. This 
is buying in order to sell. This, says- Marx, is a quite new and 
distinct form of the circulation of commodities ; it is something 
quite different from the older process of selling in order to buy. 

In particular, this new, capitalist, form of trading is pointless 
unless the capitalist trader manages to get more money at the 
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end of the process than he starts out with. No one is going to 
buy commodities for the mere pleasure of selling them again 
for the same sum as before. The tuhole point of the husiticss is to 
make a profit. To return to our example, the tailoring capitaHst 
will not dream of buying the ^10,000 worth of commodities 
unless he is going to be able to sell the finished suits for more 
than ;^io,ooo. And, as we know, he habitually is able to sell 
the suits for more than 10,000. For if he could not die con- 
temporary capitalist tailoring trade would soon come to an end. 

But, asks Marx, where on earth does the extra money come 
from ? Marx calls this extra money surplus value. It comes, 
says Marx, from the fact that the capitalist finds in the market 
a very peculiar kind of commodity called labour-power. This 
is the ability of workers to work. To put it in more familiar 
language, the capitalist finds men and women who are only too 
glad to come and work for him if he will pay them a wage 
which will satisfy their basic wants. And these men and women 
can produce during the time that they work for him much more 
than their basic wants. But if they can produce much more 
than their basic wants, why don’t they work for themselves 
instead of the capitalist ? We already know the answer to this 
question. It is contained in the chapter on Primitive Accumula- 
tion given above. They do not, and cannot, work for themselves 
because they lack possession of, or access to, those essential means 
of production, without which they cannot work. In a capitalist 
society there are millions of people who cannot get at the land, 
the factories, or the mines to produce for themselves. So they 
can produce nothing, except by going and working for die 
capitalist owners of tliese means of production. 

The reader should note the brilliant ending of this chapter. 
Marx promises that he will now leave the consideration of the 
sphere of the exchange of commodities, which has been the main 
concern of economists hitherto, and will describe how capital 
itself is produced. For in one sense, at any rate, capital is not 
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produced in the market, but in the actual places of production, 
in the actual process of spinning cotton, hewing coal, or growing 
wheat. — ^E. J. S. 

The circulation of commodities is the startixig-point 
of capital. The production of commodities, their 
circulation, and that more developed form of their 
circulation called commerce, these form the historical 
groundwork from which it rises. The modern 
history of capital dates from the creation in the i6th 
century of a world-embracing commerce and a world- 
embracing market. 

If we abstract from tlie material substance of the 
circulation of commodities, that is, from the exchange 
of the various use-values, and consider only . the 
economic forms produced by this process of circula- 
tion, we find its final result to be money : this final 
product of the circulation of commodities is the first 
form in which capital appears. 

As a matter of history, capital, as opposed to landed 
property, invariably takes the form at first of money ; 
it appears as moneyed wealth, as the capital of the 
merchant and of the usurer.^ But we have no need 
to refer to the origin of capital in order to discover 

^ The contrast between the power, based on the personal relations 
of dominion and servitude, that is conferred by landed property, 
and the impersonal power that is given by money, is well expressed 
by the two French proverbs, “ NuUe terre sans seigneur,” and 
“ L’argciit n’a pas de maitre.” 
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that the first form of appearance of capital is money. 
We can see it daily under our very eyes. All new 
capital, to commence with, comes on the stage, that 
is, on the market, whether of commodities, labour, or 
money, even in our days, in the shape of money that 
by a definite process has to be transformed into capital. 

The first distinction we notice between money that 
is money only, and money that is capital, is nothing 
more than a difference in their form of circulation. 

The simplest form of the circulation of com- 
modities is C — M — C, the transformation of com- 
modities into money, and die change of the money 
back again into commodities ; or selling in order to 
buy. But alongside of tliis form we find another 
specifically different form : M — C — M, the trans- 
formation of money into commodities, and the change 
of commodities back again into money ; or buying 
in order to sell. Money that circulates in the latter 
manner is thereby transformed into, becomes capital, 
and is already potentially capital. 

Now let us examine die circuit M — C — M a little 
closer. It consists, like the other, of two antithetical 
phases. In the first phase, M — C, or the purchase, 
the money is changed into a commodity. In the 
second phase, C — M, or the sale, the commodity is 
changed back again into money. The combination 
of these two phases constitutes die single movement 
whereby money is exchanged for a commodity, and 
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the same commodity is again exchanged for money ; 
whereby a commodity is bought in order to be sold, 
or, neglecting the distinction in form between buying 
and selling, whereby a commodity is bought with 
money, and then money is bought with a com- 
modityd The result, in which the phases of the 
process vanish, is the exchange of money for money, 
M — M. If I purchase 2,000 lbs. of cotton for ;^ioo, 
and resell the 2,000 lbs. of cotton for ^ have, 

in fact, exchanged ;,fioo for ^110, money for 
money. 

Now it is evident that the circuit M — C — M would 
be absurd and without meaning if the intention were 
to exchange by this means two equal sums of money, 
^100 for 100. The miser’s plan would be far simpler 
and surer ; he sticks to his ^^loo instead of exposing 
it to the dangers of circulation. And yet, whether 
the merchant who has paid ^100 for Iiis cotton sells 
it for ;£iio, or lets it go for ^100, or even his 
money has, at all events, gone dirough a characteristic 
and original movement, quite different in kind from 
that which it goes tlirough in the hands of the peasant 
who sells corn, and with the money thus set free buys 
clothes. We have therefore to examine first the 
distinguisloing characteristics of the forms of the cir- 

1 “ Avcc dc Targent on achetc des marchandises, et avec des 
marchandises on ach^e de Fargent.” — (Mercier de la FUviere, 
Uordre naturel ei essenttel de societes politiques, p. 543.) 
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cuits M — C — M and C — M — C, and in doing this the 
real difference that underlies tire mere difference of 
form will reveal itself. 

Let us sec, in the first place, what the two forms 
have in common. 

Both circuits are resolvable into the same two anti- 
thetical phases, C — M, a sale, and M — C, a purchase. 
In each of these phases the same material elements— 
a commodity, and money, and the same economical 
dramatis personae, a buyer and a seller — confront one 
another. Each circuit is die unity of the same two 
antithedcal phases, and in each case this unity is brought 
about by the intervention of three contracting parties, 
of whom one only sells, another only buys, while the 
third both buys and sells. 

What, however, first and foremost distinguishes the 
circuit C— — C from the circuit M — C — M, is the 
inverted order of succession of the two phases. The 
simple circulation of commodities begins with a sale 
and ends with a purchase, while the circulation of 
money as capital begins with a purchase and ends with 
a sale. In the one case both the starting-point and the 
goal are commodities, in the other tiiey are money. 
In the first form the movement is brought about by 
the intervention of money, in the second by that of 
a commodity. 

In the circulation C — — C, the money is in the 
end converted into a commodity, that serves as a use- 
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value ; it is spent once for all. In die inverted form, 
M — C — M, on the contrary, the buyer lays out money 
in order that, as a seller, he may recover money. By 
the purchase of his commodity he throws money into 
circulation, in order to withdraw it again by the sale 
of the same commodity. He lets the money go, but 
only with the sly intention of getting it back again. 
The money, therefore, is not spent, it is merely 
advanced.^ 

In the circuit C — M — C, die same piece of money 
changes its place twice. The seller gets it from 
the buyer and pays it away to another seller. The 
complete circulation,. which begins with the receipt, 
concludes with the payment, of money for com- 
modities. It is the very contrary in the circuit M — 
C — M. Here it is not the piece of money diat changes 
its place twice, but the commodity. The buyer takes 
it from the hands of the seller and passes it into the 
hands of another buyer. Just as in the simple circula- 
tion of commodities the double change of place of the 
same piece of money effects its passage from one hand 
into another, so here the double change of place of 
the same commodity brings about die reflux of the 
money to its point of departure. 

^ “ When a thing is bought in order to be sold again, the sum. 
employed is called money advanced ; when it is bought not to be 
sold, it may be said to be expended.’’^ — Qames Steuart, WorkSy 
&c,, edited by Gen. Sir James Steuart, his son, Lond., 1805, 
V, L, p. 274. 
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Such reflux is not dependent on the commodity 
being sold for more than was paid for it. This cir- 
cumstance influences only the amount of the money 
that comes back. The reflux itself takes place, so soon 
as the purchased commodity is resold, in other words, 
so soon as the circuit M — C — M is completed. We 
liavc here, therefore, a palpable difference between 
tlie circulation of money as capital, and its circulation 
as mere money. 

The circuit C — M — C comes completely to an end, 
so soon as the money brought in by the sale of one 
commodity is abstracted again by the purchase of 
another. 

If, nevertheless, there follows a reflux of money to 
its starting-point, tliis can only happen through a 
renewal or repetition of the operation. If I sell a 
quarter of com for ^3, and with this ^3 buy clothes, 
the money, so far as I am concerned, is spent and done 
with. It belongs to the clotlies merchant. If I now 
sell a second quarter of com, money indeed flows 
back to me, not however as a sequel to the first 
transaction, but in consequence of its repetition. 
The money again leaves me, so soon as I complete tliis 
second transaction by a fresh purchase. Therefore, 
in the circuit C — M — C, the expenditure of money 
has notliing to do with its reflux. On the other 
hand, in M — C — M, the reflux of die money is 
conditioned by the very mode of its expenditure. 
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Without this reflux, the operation fails, or the pro- 
cess is interrrupted and incomplete, owing to the 
absence of its complementary and final phase, the 
sale. 

The circuit C — M — C starts with one commodity, 
and finishes witli another, which falls out of circulation 
and into consumption. Consumption, the satis- 
faction of wants, in one word, use-value, is its end and 
aim. The circuit M — C — ^M, on the contrary, com- 
mences with money and ends with money. Its leading 
motive, and the goal that attracts it, is therefore mere 
exchange value. 

In the simple circulation of commodities, the two 
extremes of the circuit have the same economic form. 
They are both commodities, and commodities of equal 
value. But they are also use-values differing in their 
qualities, as, for example, com and clothes. The 
exchange of products, of the different materials in 
which the labour of society is embodied, forms here 
the basis of the movement. It is otherwise in the 
circulation M — C — M, which at first sight appears 
purposeless, because tautological. Both extremes have 
the same economic form. They are both money, and 
therefore are not quaUtatively different use-values ; 
for money is but the converted form of commodities, 
in which their particular use-values vanish. To ex- 
change ;,(^ioo for cotton, and then this same cotton 
again for ;^ioo, is merely a roundabout way of ex- 
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changing money for money, the same for the same, 
and appears to be an operation just as purposeless as 
it is absurdd One sum of money is distinguishable 
from another only by its amount. The character and 
tendency of the process M — C — M, is therefore not 
due to any qualitative difference between its extremes, 
both being money, but solely to their quantitative 
difference. More money is wididrawn from circula- 

^ “ On n’echangc pas de Targent centre de Fargeiit,” says Mercier 
de la Riviere to the Mercantilists ( 1 . c., p. 486). In a work, which, 
ex professo, treats of “ trade and “ speculation,” occurs the follow- 
ing : “All trade consists in the exchange of things of different kinds ; 
and the advantage ” (to the merchant ?) “ arises out of this difference. 
To exchange a pound of bread against a pound of bread . . . would 
be attended witint no advantage ; . . . Hence trade is advantageously 
contrasted with gambling, which consists in a mere exchange of 
money for money.” — (Th. Corbet, xin Inquiry into the Causes 
and Modes of the Wealth of Individuals ; or the Principles of Trade 
and Speculation explained, London, 1841, p. 5.) Although 
Corbet docs not see that M — M, the exchange of money for money, 
is tlic characteristic form of circulation, not only of merchants’ 
capital but of all capital, yet at least he acknowledges that this form 
is common to gambling and to one species of trade, viz,, specula- 
tion : but then comes MacCuHoch and makes out, that to ouy in 
order to sell, is to speculate, and thus the difference between Specu- 
lation and Trade vanishes. “ Every transaction in which an indi- 
vidual buys produce in order to sell it again, is, in fact, a specula- 
tion.” — (MacCulloch, A Dictionary Practical, &c., of Commerce, 
Load., 1847, p. 1058.) With much more naivete, Pinto, the Pindar 
of the Amsterdam Stock Exchange, remarks, “ Lc commerce cst un 
jcu : (taken from Locke) ct ce n’est pas avec dcs gueux qu’on peut 
gagner. Si Fon gagnait longtemps cn tout avec tous, il faudrait 
rendre dc bon accord Ics plus grandcs parties du profit pour recom- 
mencer Ic jeu.” — (Pinto, Traife de la Circulation ct du Crddit, 
Amsterdam, 1771, p. 231.) 
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tion at the finish than was thrown into it at the start. 
The cotton that was bought for ^loo is perhaps re- 
sold for ;^ioo-)-;^io or The exact form of 

this process is therefore M — C — M', where M'== 
M-|- AM = the original sum advanced, plus an 
increment. This increment or excess over the original 
value I call “ surplus-value.” The value originally 
advanced, therefore, not only remains hitact while in 
circulation, but adds to itself a surplus-value or expands 
itself. It is this movement that converts it into 
capital. 

Of course, it is also possible, that in C — M — C, the 
two extremes C — C, say corn and clothes, may repre- 
sent different quantities of value. The farmer may 
sell his com above its value, or may buy the clothes at 
less than their value. He may, on the other hand, 
“ be done ” by the clothes merchant. Yet, in the 
form of circulation now under consideration, such 
differences in value are purely accidental. The fact 
that the com and the clothes are equivalents, does not 
deprive the process of aU meaning, as it does in 
M — C — M. The equivalence of their values is rather 
a necessary condition to its normal course. 

The repetition or renewal of the act of selling in 
order to buy, is kept within bounds by the very 
object it aims at, namely, consumption or the satis- 
faction of definite wants, an aim tiiat Hes altogether 
outside the sphere of circulation. But when we buy 
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in order to sell, we, on the contrary, begin and end 
with the same thing, money, exchange-value ; and 
thereby the movement becomes interminable. No 
doubt, M becomes M+AM, ^loo become 
But when viewed in their qualitative aspect alone, 
^iio arc the same as ^loo, namely money ; and 
considered quantitatively, ;^iio is, like ;{^ioo, a sum 
of definite and limited value. If now, the be 

spent as money, they cease to play their part. They 
are no longer capital. Withdrawn from circulation, 
they become petrified into a hoard, and though they 
remained in that state till doomsday, not a single 
farthing would accrue to them. If, then, the expansion 
of value is once aimed at, there is just the same induce- 
ment to augment the value of the ^iio as that of 
the ;;(^ioo ; for both are but Hmited expressions for 
exchange-value, and therefore both have the same 
vocation to approach, by quantitative increase, as 
near as possible to absolute wealth. Momentarily, 
indeed, the value originally advanced, the J^joo is 
distinguishable from the surplus value of ^lo that is 
annexed to it during circulation ; but the distinction 
vanishes immediately. At the end of the process, we 
do not receive with one hand the original ^loo, and 
with the other, the surplus-value of ;;^io. We simply 
get a value of ^^iio, which is in exactly the same 
condition and fitness for commencing the expanding 
process, as the original ;£ioo was. Money ends the 
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movement only to begin it again> Therefore, the 
final result of every separate circuit, in which a pur- 
chase and consequent sale are completed, forms of itself 
the starting-point of a new circuit. The simple circula- 
tion of commodities — selling in order to buy — ^is a 
means of carrying out a purpose unconnected with 
circulation, namely, the appropriation of use-values, 
the satisfaction of wants. The circulation of money 
as capital is, on the contrary, an end in itself, for the 
expansion of value takes place only within this con- 
stantly renewed movement. The circulation of capital 
has therefore no limits.^ 

^ “ Capital is divisible . . . into the original capital and the 
profit, the increment to the capital . . , although in practice this 
profit is immediately turned into capital, and set in motion with the 
original.” — (F. Engels, “ Umrisse zu einer Kritik der Nationalo- 
konomie, in Deutsch-Franzdsische Jahrbikher, herausgegeben von 
Arnold Ruge und Karl Marx, Paris, 1844, p. 99.) 

^ Aristotle opposes (Economic to Chrematistic. He starts from 
the former. So far as it is the art of gaining a Hvelihood, it is limited 
to procuring those articles that are necessary to existence, and useful 
either to a household or the state. “ True wealth (6 aXtjSLvhs ttXovtos) 
consists of such values in use ; for the quantity of possessions of this 
kind, capable of making life pleasant, is not unlimited. There is, 
however, a second mode of acquiring things, to which we may by 
preference and with correctness give the name of Chrematistic, and 
ill this case there appear to be no limits to riches and possessions. 
Trade ('ij KainjXiK^ is literally retail trade, and Aristotle takes this 
kind because in it values in use predominate) does not in its nature 
belong to Chrematistic, for here the exchange has reference only to 
wbat is necessary to themselves (the buyer or seller).” Therefore, 
as he goes on to show, the original form of trade was barter, but 
with the extension of the latter, there arose the necessity for money. 
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As the conscious representative of this movement, 
the possessor of money becomes a capitahst. His 
person, or rather his pocket, is tire point from which 
the money starts and to wiiich it returns. The ex- 
pansion of value, which is die objective basis or main- 
spring of the circulation M — C — ^M, becomes his 
subjective aim, and it is only in so far as the appro- 
priation of ever more and more wealth in the abstract 
becomes the sole motive of his operations, that he 
functions as a capitalist, that is, as capital personified 
and endowed with consciousness and a will. Use- 
values must therefore never be looked upon as the 

On the discovery of money, barter of necessity developed into 
KaTTTjXLK^lj into trading in commodities, and this again, in opposi- 
tion to its original tendency, grew into Chrematistic, into the art 
of making money. Now Chrematistic is distinguishable from 
CEconomic in this way, that “ in the case of Chrematistic, circula- 
tion is the source of riches {Trocr}rLKi) . oLdi xP'nfJ'<^rov 

5£a/3o\?7s). And it appears to revolve about money, for money 
is the beginning and end of this kind of exchange (rb ySip v6/j.L<T/xa, 
(TTO(.x^Lov Kat T 77 S oKkayrjs ^<Tr{v). Therefore also riches, such 
as Chrematistic strives for, are unlimited. Just as every art that is not 
a means to an end, but an end in itself, has no limit to its aims, because 
it seeks constantly to approach nearer and nearer to that end, while 
those arts that pursue means to an end, are not boundless, since 
the goal itself imposes a limit upon them, so with Chrematistic, 
there are no bounds to its aims, these aims being absolute wealth. 
CEconomic not Chrematistic has a limit . . . the object of the 
former is something dhferent from money, or the latter the aug- 
mentation of money. . . . By confounding these two forms, which 
overlap each other, some people have been led to look upon the 
preservation and increase of money ad infinitum as the end and aim 
of CEconomic.” — (Aristotle’s De Rep., edit. Bekker, lib. I., c. 8 , 9 , 
passim.) 
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real aim of the capitalist ; ^ neither must the profit on 
any single transaction. The restless never-ending pro- ” 
cess of profit-making alone is what he aims at.^ This 
boundless greed after riches, this passionate chase after 
exchange-value,® is common to the capitaUst and the 
miser ; but while the miser is merely a capitaUst gone 
mad, the capitaUst is a rational miser. The never- 
ending augmentation of exchange-value, which the 
miser strives after, by seeking to save * his money from 
circulation, is attained by the more acute capitalist, by 
constantly throwing it afresh into circulation.® 

The independent form, f.e., the money-form, which 

^ " Commodities (here used in the sense of use-values) are not 
the terminating object of the trading capitalist, money is liis termi- 
nating object.” — (Th. Chalmers, On Pol. Econ. &c., and Ed., 
Glasgow, 1832, pp. 165, 166,) 

2 “ II mercante non conta quasi per niente il lucro fatto, ma mira 
sempre al future.” — (A. Genovesi, Lezioni di Economla Civile 
(1765), Custodi’s edit, of “ Italian Economists.” Parte Modema, 
t. viii.,p. 139.) 

^ “ The inextinguishable passion for gain, the auri sacra fames, 
will always lead capitalists.” — (MacCulloch, The Principles of 
PoJit. Econ,, London, 1830, p. 179.) This view, of course, does 
not prevent the same MacCulloch and others of his kidney, when 
in theoretical difficulties, such, for example, as the question of 
over-production, from transforming the same capitalist into a moral 
citizen, whose sole concern is for use-values, and who even de- 
velops an insatiable hunger for boots, hats, eggs, calico, and other 
extremely familiar sorts of use-values. 

^ is a characteristic Greek expression for hoarding. So 

in English to save has the same two meanings : sauver and ^pargner. 

® “ Questo infinite che le cose non hanno in progresso, hanno in 
giro.” — (Galiani.) 
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the value of commodities assumes in the case of simple 
circulation, serves only one purpose, namely, their 
cxchano:c, and vanishes in the final result of the movc- 
ment. On the other hand, in the circulation M — C — 
M, both tlic money and tire commodity represent oidy 
different modes of existence of value itself, the money 
its general mode, and the commodity its particular, or, 
so to say, disguised moded It is constantly changing 
from one form to the other without thereby becoming 
lost, and thus assumes an automatically active char- 
acter. If now we take in turn each of the two different 
forms which self-expanding value successively assumes 
in the course of its life, we then arrive at these two 
propositions : Capital is money : Capital is com- 
modities.*-^ In truth, however, value is here the active 
factor in a process, in which, while constantly assum- 
ing the form in turn of money and commodities, it 
at the same time changes in magnitude, diftbrentiates 
itself by throwing off surplus-value from itself ; the 
original value, in other words, expands spontaneously. 
For the movement, in the course of wliich it adds 
surplus value, is its own movement, its expansion, 

^ “ Ce n’est pas la matiere qui fiiit le capital, inais la valour de cos 
maticrcs.” — (J. B. Say, Traitd dc rEcon. Polit,, cd., Paris, 
1S17, t. I., p. 428.) 

^ “ Currency (!) employed in producing articles . . . is capital.’* 
— (MacLeod, The Theory and Practice oj Banking, London, 1855, 
V. I., ch. i., p. 55.) “ Capital is commodities.” — (James Mill, 

Elements of Pol Econ., Lond., 1821, p. 74.) 
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therefore, is automatic expansion. Because it is value, 
it has acquired the occult quality of being able to add 
value to itself It brings forth living offspring, or, at 
least, lays golden eggs. 

Value, therefore, being the active factor in such a 
process, and assuming at one time the form of money, 
at another that of commodities, but through all these 
changes preserving itself and expanding, it requires 
some independent form, by means of which its identity 
may at any time be established. And this form it 
possesses only in the shape of money. It is under the 
form of money that value begins and ends, and begins 
again, every act of its own spontaneous generation. 
It began by being it is now fiio, and so on. 

But the money itself is only one of the two forms of 
value. Unless it takes the form of some commodity, 
it does not become capital. There is here no antagon- 
ism, as in the case of hoarding, between the money 
and commodities. The capitalist knows that all com- 
modities, however scurvy they may look, or however 
badly they may smell, are in faith and in truth money, 
inwardly circumcised Jews, and what is more, a 
wonderful means whereby out of money to make 
more money. 

In simple circulation, C — M — C, the value of com- 
modities attained at the most a form independent of 
their use-values, z.e., the form of money ; but that 
same value now in the circulation M — C — ^M, ov the 
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apital, suddenly presents itself as an 
istance, endowed with a motion of its 
irough a life-process of its own, in 
id commodities are mere forms which 
asts off in turn. Nay, more : instead 
senting the relations of commodities, 
!0 to say, into private relations with 
sntiates itself as original value from 
i-value ; as the father differentiates 
niself qua the son, yet both are one 
for only by the surplus value of ^lo 
riginaUy advanced become capital, and 
akes place, so soon as the son, and by 
ther, is begotten, so soon does their 
1, and they again become one, ;£iio. 
ire now becomes value in process, 
ss, and, as such, capital. It comes out 
Iters into it again, preserves and multi- 
a its circuit, comes back out of it with 
, and begins the same round ever 
l', money wliich begets money, such 
n of Capital from the mouths of its 
, the Mercantilists. 

ler to sell, or, more accurately, buying 
dearer, M — C — ^M', appears certainly 

tion fmctifiante de la richesse accumiil6e . . . 
, multipliantc.** — (Sismondi, Nomeaux prin-^ 
” 1. 1 , pp. 88, 89.) 

166 



The General Formula for Capital 

to be a form peculiar to one kind of capital alone, 
namely, merchants’ capital. But industrial capital too 
is money, that is changed into commodities, and by 
the sale of these commodites, is re-converted into more 
money. The events that take place outside the sphere 
of circulation, in the interval between the buying and 
selling, do not affect the form of this movement. 
Lastly, in the case of interest-bearing capital, the 
circulation M — C — M' appears abridged. We have 
its result without the intermediate stage, in the form 
M— M', “ en style lapidaire ” so to say, money that 
is worth more money, value that is greater than itself. 

M— C — JVI' is therefore in reaHty the general 
formula of capital as it appears prima facie within the 
sphere of circulation. 
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FORMULA OF CAPITAL 


The form which circulation takes wlicii money be- 
comes capital, is opposed to all the laws we have 
hitherto investigated bearing on the nature of com- 
modities, value and money, and even of circulation 
itself. What distinguishes tlais form from that of the 
simple circulation of commodities, is the inverted 
order of succession of the two antithetical processes, 
sale and purchase. How can this purely formal dis- 
tinction between these processes change their character 
as it were by magic ? 

But that is not all. Tliis inversion has no existence 
for two out of the three persons who transact business 
together. As capitalist, I buy commodities from A and 
sell them again to B, but as a simple owner of com- 
modities, I sell them to B and then purchase fresh 
ones from A. A and B sec no difference between 
the two sets of transactions. They are merely buyers 
or sellers. And I on each occasion meet them as a 
mere owner of either money or commodities, as a 
buyer or a seller, and, what is more, in both sets of 
transactions, I am opposed to A only as a buyer and 
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to B only as a seller, to the one only as money, to the 
other only as commodities, and to neither of them as 
capital or a capitalist, or as representative of anything 
that is more than money or commodities, or that can 
produce any effect beyond what money and com- 
modities can. For me the purchase from A and the 
sale to B are part of a series. But the connection 
between the two acts exists for me alone. A does 
not trouble himself about my transaction with B, nor 
does B about my business with A. And if I offered 
to explain to them the meritorious nature of my action 
in inverting the order of succession, they would prob- 
ably point out to me that I was mistaken as to that 
order of succession, and that the whole transaction, 
instead of beginning with a purchase and ending 
with a sale, began, on the contrary, with a sale and 
was concluded with a purchase. In truth, my first 
act, the purchase, was from the standpoint of A, a 
sale, and my second act, the sale, was from the stand- 
point of B, a purchase. Not content with that, 
A and B would declare that the whole series was 
superfluous and nothing but Hokus Pokus ; that for 
the future A would buy direct from B, and B sell 
direct to A. Thus the whole transaction would be 
reduced to a single act forming an isolated, non- 
complemented phase in the ordinary circulation of 
commodities, a mere sale from A’s point of view, 
and from B’s, a mere purchase. The inversion, there- 
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tore, of the order of succession, does not take us 
outside the sphere of the simple circulation of com- 
modities, and we must rather look, whether there is in 
this simple circulation anything permitting an expan- 
sion of the value that enters into circuiation, and, con- 
sequently, a creation of surplus-value. 

Let us take the process of circulation in a form 
under which it presents itself as a simple and direct 
exchange of commodities. This is always the case 
when two owners of commodities buy from each 
other, and on the settling day the amounts mutually 
owing are equal and cancel each other. The money 
in this case is money of account and serves to express 
the value of the commodities by their prices, but is 
not, itself, in the shape of hard cash, confronted ■with 
them. So far as regards use-values, it is clear that 
both parties may gain some advantage. Both part 
with goods that, as use-values, are of no service to 
them, and receive others that they can make use of. 
And there may also be a further gain. A, who sells 
wine and buys corn, possibly produces more 'wine, 
with given labour-time, than farmer B could, and 
B, on the other hand, more com than wine-grower 
A could. A , therefore, may get, for the same exchange- 
value, more corn, and B more wine, than each would 
respectively get without any exchange by producing 
his own coni and wine. With reference, therefore, 
to use-value, there is good ground for saying that 
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‘‘ exchange is a transaction by which both sides gain/’ ^ 
It is otherwise with exchange-value. ‘‘ A man who 
has plenty of wine and no com treats with a man 
who has plenty of com and no wine ; an exchange 
takes place between them of corn to the value of 50, 
for wine of the same value. This act produces no 
increase of exchange-value either for the one or the 
other ; for each of them already possessed, before the 
exchange, a value equal to that which he acquired 
by means of that operation.” ^ The result is not 
altered by introducing money, as a medium of 
circulation, between the commodities, and making 
the sale and the purchase two distinct acts.® The 
value of a commodity is expressed in its price before 
it goes into circulation, and is therefore a precedent 
condition of circulation, not its result.^ 

Abstractedly considered, that is, apart from circum- 
stances not immediately flowing from the laws of the 
simple circulation of commodities, there is in an 
exchange nothing (if we except the replacing of one 

^ “L’echange est une transaction admirable dans laquelle les 
deux contractants gagnent — toujours (!) ” — (Destutt de Tracy, 
Traitd de la Volonti et de ses effets, Paris, 1826, p. 68.) This work 
appeared afterwards as Traite' de VEcon. PoliL 

2 Mercier de la Riviere, 1 . c., p. 544. 

® Que Tune de ces deux valeurs soit argent, ou qu’elles soient 
routes deux mardbandises usuelles, rien de plus indifferent en soi.” 
— (Mercier de la Riviere, 1 . c., p. 543.) 

^ Cene sont pas les contractants qui prononcent sur la valeur ; 
elle est decid6e avant la convention.” — (Le Trosne, p. 906.) 
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use-value by anotlier) but a metamorphosis, a mere 
change in the form of the commodity. The same 
exchange-value, /.e., the same quantity of incorporated 
social labour, remains throughout in the hands of the 
owner of die commodity, first in the shape of his own 
commodity, then in the form of the money for which 
he exchanged it, and lastly, in the shape of the com- 
modity he buys with that money. This change of 
form does not imply a change in the magnitude of the 
value. But the change, which the value of the com- 
modity undergoes in this process, is limited to a change 
in its money form. This form exists first as the price 
of the commodity offered for sale, then as an actual 
sum of money, which, however, was already expressed 
in the price, and lastly, as the price of an equivalent 
commodity. This change of form no more implies, 
taken alone, a change in the quantity of value, than 
does the change o£ z note into sovereigns, half- 
sovereigns and shillings. So far therefore as the 
circulation of commodities effects a change in the 
form alone of their values, and is free from disturbing 
influences, it must be the exchange of equivalents. 
Little as Vulgar-Economy knows about the nature of 
value, yet whenever it wishes to consider the phe- 
nomena of circulation in tiieir purity, it assumes that 
supply and demand are equal, wliich amounts to dais, 
diat their effect is nil. If therefore, as regards the use- 
values exchanged, both buyer and seller may possibly 
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gain something, this is not the case as regards the 
exchange-values. Here we must rather say, '' Where 
equality exists there can be no gain.’’ ^ It is true, 
commodities may be sold at prices deviating from 
their values, but these deviations are to be considered 
as infractions of the laws of the exchange of com- 
modities,^ which in its normal state is an exchange 
of equivalents, consequendy, no method for increasing 
value. ^ 

Hence, we see that behind all attempts to represent 
the circulation of commodities as a source of surplus- 
value, there lurks a quid pro quo^ a mixing up of use- 
value and exchange-value. For instance, Condillac 
says : It is not true that on an exchange of com- 
modities we give value for value. On the contrary, 
each of the two contracting parties in every case, gives 
a less for a greater value. ... If we really exchanged 
equal values, neither party could make a profit. And 
yet, they both gain, or ought to gain. Why ? The 
value of a thing consists solely in its relation to our 
wants. What is more to the one is less to the other, 

^ “ Dove e egualita non h lucro.” — (Galiani, Della Moneta, in 
Custodi^ Parte Moderna, t. iv., p. 244.) 

^ “ L’echange devient desavantageux pour Tune des parties, 
lorsque quelque chose etrangere vient diminuer ou exagerer le prix ; 
alors I’dgalke est bless6e, mais la lesion procede de cette cause et non 
de rdchange.’* — (Le Trosne, 1 . c., p. 904.) 

^ “ L’echange est de sa nature un contrat d’egalite qui se fait de 
valeur pour valeur 6gale. II n’est done pas xm moyen de s’enrichir, 
puisque rondonneautantqueFonre^oit.” — (Le Trosne,!. c.,p.903.) 
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and ince versa , . . • It is not to be assumed that we offer 
for sale articles required for our own consumption. . . . 
We wish to part with a useless tiling, in order to get 
one that we need ; we want to give less for more. . . . 
It was natural to think that, in an exchange, value was 
given for value, whenever each of the articles ex- 
changed was of equal value with the same quantity 
of gold. . . . But there is another point to be considered 
in our calculation. The question is, whether we both 
exchange something superfluous for something neces- 
sary,” ^ We see in tliis passage, how Condfllac not 
only confuses use-value with exchange-value, but in 
a really childish manner assumes, that in a society, 
in which the production of commodities is well de- 
veloped, each producer produces his ovm means of 
subsistence, and throws into circulation only the 
excess over his own requirements.^ Still, Condillac’s 
argument is frequently used by modem economists, 
more especially when the point is to show, that the 

^ Condillac : Lc Commerce et le Gouvernement (1776). Edit. Daire 
et Molinari in the Melanges d'Econ. Polit, Paris, 1847, p. 267, etc. 

^ Lc Trosne, therefore, answers his friend Condillac with justice 
as follows : “ Dans une . . . soci6te formee il n’y a pas de sura- 
bondant cn aucun genre.” At the same time, in a bantering way, 
he remarks : “If both the persons who exchange receive more 
to an equal amount, and part with less to an equal amount, they both 
get the same.” It is because Condillac has not the remotest idea 
of the nature of exchange-value that he has been chosen by Herr 
Professor Wilhelm Roscher as a proper person to answer for the 
soundness of his own childish notions. See Roscher’s Die Grmid-- 
lagen dcr Natimaldkonomie, Dritte Auflage, 1858. 
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exchange of commodities in its developed form, com- 
merce, is productive of surplus-value. For instance, 

Commerce . . . adds value to products, for the same 
products in the hands of consumers, are worth more 
than in the hands of producers, and it may strictly 
be considered an act of production/’ ^ But com- 
modities are not paid for twice over, once on account 
of their use-value, and again on account of tlieir value. 
And though the use-vdue of a commodity is more 
serviceable to the buyer than to the seller, its money 
form is more serviceable to the seller. W ould he other- 
wise sell it ? We might therefore just as well say that 
the buyer performs '' strictly an act of production,” 
by converting stockings, for example, into money. 

If commodities, or commodities and money, of 
equal exchange-value, and consequently equivalents, 
are exchanged, it is plain that no one abstracts more 
value from, than he throws into, circulation. There 
is no creation of surplus-value. And, in its normal 
form, the circulation of commodities demands the 
exchange of equivalents. But in acmal practice, the 
process does not retain its normal form. Let us, there- 
fore, assume an exchange of non-equivalents. 

In any case the market for commodities is only 
frequented by owners of commodities, and the power 
which these persons exercise over each other, is no 

* S. P. Newman, Elements and Polit. Econ., Andover and New 
York, 1835, p. 175. 
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other than the power of tlaeir commodities. The 
material variety of these commodities is the material 
incentive to the act of exchange, and makes buyers and 
sellers mutually dependent, because none of them 
possesses the object of liis own wants, and each holds 
in his hand the object of another’s wants. Besides 
these material differences of their use-values, there is 
only one other difference between commodities, 
namely, that between their bodily form and the form 
into which they are converted by sale, the difference 
between commodities and money. And consequently 
the owners of commodities are distinguishable only 
as sellers, those who own commodities, and buyers, 
those who own money. 

Suppose then, that by some inexplicable privilege, 
the seller is enabled to sell his commodities above their 
value, what is worth lOO for no, in which case the 
price is nominally raised lo % . The seller therefore 
pockets a surplus value of lo. But after he has sold 
he becomes a buyer. A third owner of commodities 
comes to him now as seller, who in tliis capacity 
also enjoys the privilege of selling liis commodities 
10 % too dear. Our friend gained lo as a seller only 
to lose it again as a buyer.^ The net result is, that all 

^ “ By the augmentation of the nominal value of the produce 
. . . sellers not enriched . . . since what they gain as sellars, they 
precisely expend in the quality of buyers .” — (The Essential Principles 
qf the Wealth of Nations, &c,, London, 1797, p. 66.) 
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owners of commodities sell their goods to one another 
at 10 % above their value, which comes precisely to 
the same as if they sold them at their true value. 
Such a general and nominal rise of prices has the same 
effect as if the values had been expressed in weight 
of silver instead of in weight of gold. The nominal 
prices of commodities would rise, but the real relation 
between their values would remain unchanged. 

-Let us make the opposite assumption, that the buyer 
has the privilege of purchasing commodities under 
their value. In this case it is no longer necessary to 
bear in mind that he in his turn will become a seller. 
He was so before he became buyer ; he had already 
lost 10 % in selling before he gained lo % as buyer. ^ 
Everything is just as it was. 

The creation of surplus-value, and therefore the 
conversion of money into capital, can consequently 
be explained neither on the assumption that com- 
modities are sold above their value, nor that they are 
bought below their value.^ 

^ “ Si Ton est force de dormer pour i8 livres une quantity de telle 
production qui en valait 24, lorsqu’on employera ce meme argent a 
acheter, on aura egalement pour 18 1 . ce que Ton payait 24.” — (Le 
Trosne, 1 , c., p. 897.) 

2 “ Chaque vendeur nc peut done parvenir a rencherir habituelle- 
ment ses marchandises, qu’en se soumettant aussi a payer habituelle- 
ment plus cher les marchandises des autres vendeurs ; et par la 
meme raison, chaque consommateur ne peut payer habituellement 
moins cher ce qu’il achete, qu’en se soumettant aussi a une diminu- 
tion semblable sur le prix des choses qu’il vend.” — (Mercier de la 
Riviere, 1 . c., p. 555.) 
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The problem is in no way simplified by introducing 
irrelevant matters after the manner of Col. Torrens : 
'' Effectual demand consists in the power and inclina- 
tion (!), on the part of consumers, to give for com- 
modities, cither by immediate or circuitous barter, 
some greater portion of . . . capital than their pro- 
duction costs/’ ^ In relation to circulation, producers 
and consumers meet only as buyers and sellers. To 
assert that the surplus-value acquired by the producer 
has its origin in the fact that consumers pay for com- 
modities more than their value, is only to say in other 
words : The owner of commodities possesses, as a 
seller, the privilege of selling too dear. The seller 
has himself produced tlie commodities or represents 
their producer, but the buyer has to no less extent 
produced the commodities represented by his money, 
or represents dieir producer. The distinction be- 
tween them is, that one buys and the other sells. 
The fact that the o^vner of die commodities, under 
the designation of producer, sells them over dieir 
value, and under the designation of consumer, pays 
too much for them, does not carry us a single step 
further.^ 

To be consistent therefore, the upholders of the 

^ R. Torrem, An Essay on the Production of Wealth, London, 
1821, p. 349. 

^ “ The idea of profits being paid by the consumers is, assuredly, 
very absurd. Who are the consumers ? ” — (G. Ramsay, An Essay 
on the Distribution of Wealth, Edinburgh, 1836, p. 1S3.) 
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delusion that surplus-value has its origin in a nominal 
rise of prices or in the privilege which the seller has 
of selling too dear, must assume the existence of a 
class that only buys and does not sell, /.c., only con- 
sumes and does not produce. The existence of such a 
class is inexplicable from the standpoint we have so 
far reached, viz., that of simple circulation. But let 
us anticipate. The money with which such a class is 
constantly making purchases, must constantly flow 
into their pockets, without any exchange, gratis, by 
might or right, from the pockets of the commodity- 
owners themselves. To sell commodities above their 
value to such a class, is only to crib back again a part 
of the money previously given to it.^ The towns of 
Asia Minor thus paid a yearly money tribute to 
ancient Rome. With tliis money Rome purchased 
from them commodities, and purchased them too 
dear. The provincials cheated the Romans, and 
thus got back from their conquerors, in the course 
of trade, a portion of the tribute. Yet, for all that, 
the conquered were the really cheated. Their 
goods were still paid for with their own money. 

^ “ When a man is in want of a demand, does Mr. Malthus re- 
commend him to pay some other person to take off his goods ? ” 
is a question put by an angry disciple of Ricardo to Malthus, who, 
like his disciple, Parson Chalmers, economically glorifies tliis class 
of simple buyers or consumers. (See An Inquiry into those principles 
respecting the Nature of Demand and the necessity of Consumption^ 
lately advocated by Mr. Malthus^ Lend., 1821, p. 55.) 
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That is not the way to get rich or to create surplus- 
value. 

Let us therefore keep witliin the bounds of exchange 
where sellers are also buyers, and buyers, sellers. 
Our difficulty may perhaps have arisen from treat- 
ing the actors as personifications instead of as in- 
dividuals. 

A may be clever enough to get the advantage of 
B or C without their being able to retaliate. A sells 
wine worth ^40 to B, and obtains from him in 
exchange corn to the value of ^50. A has converted 
Ills ;^40 into ^£50, has made more money out of less, 
and has converted liis commodities into capital. Let 
us examine this a little more closely. Before die 
exchange we had £40 worth of wine in the hands 
of A, and ^^50 worth of corn in those of B, a total 
value of £90, After the exchange we have still the 
same total value of £90. The value in circulation 
has not increased by one iota, it is only distributed 
differently between A and B. What is a loss of value 
to B is surplus-value to A ; what is '' minus ” to one 
is ‘‘ plus to the other. The same change would 
have taken place if A, without the formality of an 
exchange, had directly stolen the ^10 from B. The 
sum of the values in circulation can clearly not be 
augmented by any change in their distribution, any 
more than the quantity of the precious metals in a 
country by a Jew selling a Queen Ann’s farthing for a 

180 



Contradictions in the General Formula of Capital 

guinea. The capitalist class, as a whole, in any 
country, cannot over-reach themselves.^ 

Turn and twist then as we may, the fact remains 
unaltered. If equivalents are exchanged, no surplus- 
value results, and if non-equivalents are exchanged, 
still no surplus-value.- Circulation, or the exchange 
of commodities, begets no value. ^ 

The reason is now therefore plain why, in analys- 
ing the standard form of capital, the form under 
which it determines the economical organization 
of modem society, we entirely left out of consid- 
eration its most popular, and, so to say, ante- 

1 Destutt de Tracy, although, or perhaps because, he was a 
member of the Institute, held the opposite view. He says, industrial 
capitalists make profits because “ they all sell for more than it has 
cost to produce. And to whom do they sell ? In the first instance 
to one another’’ (1. c., p. 239). 

2 L’echange qui se fait de deux valeurs egales n’augmente ni ne 
diminue la masse des valeurs subsistantes dans la societe. L’echange 
de deux valeurs inegales . . . ne change rien non plus a la somnie 
des valeurs sociales, bien qu’il ajoute a la fortune de Fun ce qii’il 
ote de la fortune de I’autre.” — (J. B. Say, 1 . c., t. L, pp. 344, 3450 
Say not in the least troubled as to the consequences of this statement, 
borrows it, almost word for word, from the Physiocrats. The 
following example will show how Monsieur Say turned to account 
the writings of the Physiocrats, in his day quite forgotten, for 
the purpose of expanding the “ value ” of his own. His most cele- 
brated saying, “ On n’achete des produits qu’avec des produits ” 
( 1 . c., t. II., p. 43 8) runs as follows in the original physiocratic work : 
“Les productions ne se paient qu’avec des .productions.” — (Le 
Trosne, 1 . c., p. 899.) 

^ “ Exchange confers no value at all upon products.” — (F. Way- 
land, The Elements of Political Economy ^ Boston, 1853, p. 168.) 
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diluvian forms, merchants’ capital and money-lenders’ 
capital. 

The circuit M — C — M', buying in order to sell 
dearer, is seen most clearly in genuine merchants’ 
capital. But the movement takes place entirely within 
the sphere of circulation. Since, however, it is im- 
possible, by circulation alone, to account for the 
conversion of money into capital, for the formation 
of surplus-value, it would appear, that merchants’ 
capital is an impossibility, so long as equivalents are 
exchanged ; ^ that, therefore, it can only have its 
origin in the twofold advantage gained, over botli the 
selling and the buying producers, by tlie merchant 
who parasitically shoves himself in between them. 
It is in this sense that Frankhn says, “ war is robbery, 
commerce is generally cheating.” ^ If the transforma- 
tion of merchants’ money into capital is to be explained 
otherwise than by the producers being simply cheated, 
a long scries of intermediate steps would be necessary, 
which, at present, when the simple circulation of 
commodities forms our only assumption, are entirely 
wanting. 

^ Under the rule of invariable equivalents commerce would be 
impossible. — (G. Opdyke, A Treatise on Polit. Economy, New York, 
1 8 5 1 , pp . 66-69.) * ' The difference between real value and exchange 
value is based upon this fact, namely, that the value of a thing is 
different from the so-called equivalent given for it in trade, *.e., that 
this equivalent is no equivalent.” — (F. Engels, 1 . c., p. 96*) 

- Benjamin Franklin, Works, Voi. II., edit. Sparks, in Positions to 
be examined concerning National Wealth, p. 376, 
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What we have said with reference to merchants' 
capital, applies still more to money-lenders’ capital. 
In merchants’ capital, the two extremes, the money 
that is thrown upon the market, and the augmented 
money that is withdrawn from the market, are at least 
connected by a purchase and a sale, in other words by 
the movement of the circulation. In money-lenders’ 
capital the form M — C — is reduced to the two 
extremes without a mean, M — ^M', money exchanged 
for more money, a form that is incompatible with the 
nature of money, and therefore remains inexplicable 
from the standpoint of the circulation of commodities. 
Hence Aristotle : since chrematistic is a double 

science, one part belonging to commerce, the other to 
economic, the latter being necessary and praiseworthy, 
the former based on circulation and with justice dis- 
approved (for it is not based on Nature, but on mutual 
cheating), therefore the usurer is most rightly hated, 
because money itself is the source of his gain, and is 
not used for the purposes for which it was invented. 
For it originated for the exchange of commodities, 
but interest makes out of money, more money. 
Hence its name (tokos interest and offspring). For 
the begotten are like those who beget them. But 
interest is money of money, so that of aU modes of 
making a living, this is the most contrary to nature.” ^ 
In the course of our investigation, we shall find diat 
^ Aristotle, 1. c., c. lo. 
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both merchants’ capital and interest-bearing capital 
are derivative forms, and at the same time it will 
become clear, why these two forms appear in the 
course of history before the modem standard form of 
capital. 

We have shown that surplus-value cannot be 
created by circulation, and, therefore, that in its forma- 
tion, something must take place in the background, 
wliich is not apparent in the circulation itself.^ But 
can surplus-value possibly originate anywhere else 
tlian in circulation, which is the sum total of all the 
mutual relations of commodity-owners, as far as they 
are determined by their commodities ’ Apart from 
circulation, the commodity-owner is in relation only 
with his own commodity. So far as regards value, 
that relation is limited to diis, that the commodity 
contains a quantity of Iris own labour, that quantity- 
being measured by a definite social standard. This 
quantity is expressed by the value of the commodity, 
and since the value is reckoned in money of account, 
tliis quantity is also expressed by the price, wliich we 
will suppose to be ^lo. But his labour is not repre- 
sented both by the value of the commodity, and by a 
surplus over that value, not by a price of lo that is 
also a price of ii, not by a value that is greater than 

^ “ Profit, ill the usual condition of the market, is not made hy 
exchanging. Had it not existed before, neither could it after that 
transaction.’’ — (Ramsay, 1 . c., p. 184.) 
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itself. The commodity-owner can, by his labour, 
create value, but not self-expanding value. He can 
increase the value of his commodity, by adding fresh 
labour, and therefore more value to the value in hand, 
by making, for instance, leather into boots. The 
same material has now more value, because it contains 
a greater quantity of labour. The boots have there- 
fore more value than the leather, but the value of the 
leather remains what it was ; it has not expanded 
itself, has not, during the making of the boots, annexed 
surplus-value. It is therefore impossible that outside 
the sphere of circulation, a producer of commodities 
can, witliout coming into contact with other com- 
modity-owners, expand value, and consequently con- 
vert money or commodities into capital. 

It is therefore impossible for capital to be produced 
by circulation, and it is equally impossible for it to 
originate apart from circulation. It must have its 
origin both in circulation and yet not in circulation. 

We have, therefore, got a double result. 

The conversion of money into capital has to be 
explained on the basis of the laws that regulate the 
exchange of commodities, in such a way that the 
starting-point is the exchange of equivalents.^ Our 

^ From the foregoing investigation, the reader will see that this 
statement only means that the formation of capital must be possible 
even though the price and value of a commodity be the same ; 
for its formation camiot be attributed to any deviation of the one 
from the otlier. If prices actually differ from values, we must, first 
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friend, Moneybags, who as yet is only an embryo 
capitalist, must buy liis commodities at their to-day’s 
value, must sell them at their later value, and yet at 
the end of the process must withdraw more value 
from circulation than he threw into it at starting. His 
development into a full-grown capitahst must take 
place, both within the sphere of circulation and 
without it. These are the conditions of the problem. 
Hie Rhodus, hie salta ! 

of all, reduce the former to the latter, in other words, treat the 
difFcrence as accidental in order that the phenomena may be observed 
in their purity, and our observations not interfered with by disturb- 
ing circumstances that have notliing to do with the process in 
question. We know, moreover, that this reduction is no mere 
scientific process. The continual oscillations in prices, their rising 
and falling, compensate each other, and reduce themselves to an 
average price, which is their hidden regulator. It forms the guiding 
star of the merchant or the manufacturer in every undertaking that 
requires time. He knows that when a long period of time is taken, 
commodities arc sold neither over nor under, but at their average 
price. If therefore he thought about the matter at all, he would 
formulate die problem of the formation of capital as follows ; How 
can we account for the origin of capital on the supposition that 
prices are regulated by the average price, /.c., ultimately by the value 
of the commodities ? I say ultimately,” because average prices 
do not directly coincide with the values of commodities, as Adam 
Smith, Ricardo, and others believe. 
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The change of value that occurs in the case of money 
intended to be converted into capital, cannot take 
place in the money itself, since in its function of means 
of purchase and of payment, it does no more than 
realize the price of the commodity it buys or pays for ; 
and, as hard cash, it is value petrified, never varying^ 
Just as httle can it originate in the second act of circu- 
lation, the re-sale of the commodity, which does no 
more than transform the article from its bodily form 
back again into its money-form. The change must, 
therefore, take place in the commodity bought by 
the first act, M — C, but not in its value, for equivalents 
are exchanged, and the commodity is paid for at its 
full value. We are, therefore, forced to the con- 
clusion that the change originates in the use-value, 
as such, of the commodity, i.e., in its consumption. 
In order to be able to extract value from the con- 
sumption of a commodity, our friend, Moneybags, 

^ In the form of money . . . capital is productive of no 
profit.” — (Ricardo, Pnnc, 6 f Pol. Econ., p. 267.) 
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must be so lucky as to find, within the sphere of 
circulation, in the market, a commodity, whose use- 
value possesses the peculiar property of being a source 
of value, whose actual consumption, therefore, is 
itself an embodiment of labour, and, consequently, a 
creation of value. The possessor of money does find 
on the market such a special commodity in capacity 
for labour or labour-power. 

By labour-power or capacity for labour is to be 
understood the aggregate of those mental and physical 
capabihties existing in a human being, which he 
exercises whenever he produces a use-value of any 
description. 

But in order that our owner of money may be 
able to find labour-power offered for sale as a com- 
modity, various conditions must first be fulfilled. 
The exchange of commodities of itself impHes no 
other relations of dependence tlian those which 
result from its own nature. On this assumption, 
labour-power can appear upon the market as a 
commodity, only if, and so far as, its possessor, the 
individual whose labour-power it is, offers it for sale, 
or sells it, as a commodity. In order tliat he may be 
able to do this, he must have it at his disposal, must 
be the untrammelled owner of his capacity for labour, 
/.e., of liis person.^ He and the pwner of money 

^ In encyclopaedias of classical antiquities wc find such nonsense 
as this — that in the ancient world capital was fully developed, 
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meet in the market, and deal with each other as on the 
basis of equal rights, with this difference alone, that 
one is buyer, the odier seller ; both, therefore, equal 
in the eyes of the law. The continuance of this 
relation demands that the owner of the labour-power 
should sell it only for a definite period, for if he were 
to sell it rump and stump, once for all, he would be 
selling himself, converting himself from a free man 
into a slave, from an owner of a commodity iuto a 
commodity. He must constantly look upon his 
labour-power as his own property, his own com- 
modity, and this he can only do by placiug it at the 
disposal of the buyer temporarily, for a definite period 
of time. By this means alone can he avoid renouncing 
his rights of ownership overfit.^ 

except that the free labourer and a system of credit was wanting.” 
Mommsen also, in his History of Rome, commits, in this respect, 
one blunder after another. 

^ Hence legislation in various countries fixes a maximum for 
labour-contracts. Wherever free labour is the rule, the laws 
regulate the mode of terminating this contract. In some States, 
particularly in Mexico (before the American Civil War, also in 
the territories taken from Mexico, and also, as a matter of fact, in 
the Danubian provinces tiU the revolution effected by Kusa), slavery 
is hidden under the form of peonage. By means of advances, re- 
payable in labour, which are handed down from generation to 
generation, not only the individual labourer, but his family, become, 
de facto, the property of other persons and their families. Juarez 
abolished peonage. The so-called Emperor Maximilian re-estab- 
lished it by a decree, which, in the House of Representatives at 
Washington, was aptly denoimced as a decree for the re-introduc- 
tion of slavery into Mexico. “ I may make over to another the use, 
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The second essential condition to the owner of 
money finding labour-power in the market as a 
commodity is tliis — that the labourer instead of being 
in the position to sell commodities in wliich liis labour 
is incorporated, must be obliged to offer for sale as a 
commodity that very labour-power, wliich exists 
only in Ins living self 

In order that a man may be able to sell com- 
modities other than labour-power, he must of course 
have die means of production, as raw material, im- 
plements, See, No boots can be made without leather. 
He requires also the means of subsistence. Nobody — 
not even a musician of the future ” — can hve upon 
future products, or upon use-values in an unfinished 
state ; and ever since the first moment of his appear- 
ance on die world’s stage, man always has been, and 
must still be a consumer, both before and while he is 
producing, hi a society where all products assume the 
form of commodities, these commodities must be 
sold after they have been produced ; it is only after 
their sale that they can serve in satisfying die require- 
ments of their producer. The time necessary for dieir 

for a limited time, of my particular bodily and mental aptitudes and 
capabilities ; because, in consequence of this restriction, they are 
impressed with a character of alienation with regard to me as a 
whole. But by the alienation of all my labour-time and the whole 
of my work, I should be converting the substance itself, in other 
words, my general activity and reality, my person, into the property 
of another.” — (Hegel, Philosophie des RecJits, Berlin, 1840, p. 104, 

§ 67-) 
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sale is superadded to that necessary for their pro- 
duction. 

For the conversion of his money into capital, 
therefore, the owner of money must meet in the 
market with the free labourer, free in the double sense, 
that as a free man he can dispose of his labour-power 
as his own commodity, and that on the other hand he 
has no other commodity for sale, is short of everything 
necessary for the realization of his labour-power. 

The question why tins free labourer confronts him 
in tire market, has no interest for the owner of money, 
who regards the labour market as a branch of the 
general market for commodities. And for the present 
it interests us just as Htdc. We cling to the fact 
theoretically, as he does practically. One thing, how- 
ever, is clear — nature does not produce on the one 
side owners of money or commodities, and on the 
other men possessing nothing but their own labour- 
power. This relation has no natural basis, neither is 
its social basis one that is common to aU liistorical 
periods. It is clearly the result of a past historical 
development, the product of many economical re- 
volutions, of the extinction of a whole series of older 
forms of social production. 

So, too, the economical categories, already discussed 
by us, bear the stamp of history. Definite historical 
conditions are necessary that a product may become 
a commodity. It must not be produced as the im- 
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;diate means of subsistence of the producer himself. 
;d we gone further, and inquired under what circum- 
nces all, or even the majority of products take the 
:m of commodities, wc should have found that tliis 
1 only happen with production of a very specific 
id, capitalist production. Such an inquiry, however, 
>uld have been foreign to the analysis of com- 
:>dities. Production and circulation of commodities 
1 take place, aldiough the great mass of the objects 
oduced are intended for the immediate requirements 
their producers, arc not turned into commodities, 
d consequently social production is not yet by a long 
ly dominated in its length and breadth by exchange- 
lue. The appearance of products as commodities 
esupposes such a development of the social division 
labour, that the separation of use-value from 
change-value, a separation which first begins with 
xter, must already have been completed. But such 
degree of development is common to many forms 
' society, which in other respects present the most 
grying liistorical features. On the other hand, if we 
msidcr money, its existence implies a definite stage 
the exchange of commodities. The particular 
nctions of money wliich it performs, either as the 
ere equivalent of commodities, or as means of 
rculation, or means of payment, as hoard or as 
fiversal money, point, according to the extent and 
lative preponderance of the one function or the 
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otlier, to very different stages in the process of social 
production. Yet we know by experience that a cir- 
culation of commodities relatively primitive, suffices 
for the production of all these forms. Otherwise 
with capital. The historical conditions of its existence 
are by no means given with the mere circulation of 
money and commodities. It can spring into life, only 
when the owner of the means of production and 
subsistence meets in the market with the free labourer 
selling his labour-power. And this one historical 
condition comprises a world’s history. Capital, 
therefore, announces from its first appearance a new 
epoch in the process of social production.^ 

We must now examine more closely this peculiar 
commodity, labour-power. Like all others it has a 
value.^ How is that value determined ? 

The value of labour-power is determined, as in the 
case of every other commodity, by the labour-time 
necessary for the production, and consequently also 
the reproduction, of this special article. So far as it 

^ The capitalist epoch is therefore characterized by this, that 
labour-power takes in the eyes of the labourer himself the form of 
a commodity which is his property ; his labour consequently 
becomes wage labour. On the other hand, it is only from this 
moment that the produce of labour universally becomes a com- 
modity. ^ ^ ' , ' ' 

^ “ The value or worth of a man, is as of all other thm^^^^' 
price — that is to say, so much as would be given for the tise 
power.” — (Th, Hobbes, Leviathan, in Works, Ed. MoleyW U^Itel 
Lond., 1839-44, V. iii., p. 76.) 
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has value, it represents no more than a definite quantity 
of the average labour of society incorporated in it. 
Labour-power exists only as a capacity, or power of 
the living individual. Its production consequently 
pre-supposes his existence. Given the individual, the 
production of labour-power consists in his repro- 
duction of himself or his maintenance. For his inain- 
tenance he requires a given quantity of the means of 
subsistence. Therefore the labour-time requisite for 
the production of labour-power reduces itself to that 
necessary for the production of those means of sub- 
sistence ; in other words, the value of labour-power 
is the value of the means of subsistence necessary for 
the maintenance of the labourer. Labour-power, 
however, becomes a reality only by its exercise ; it 
sets itself in action only by working. But thereby a 
definite quantity of human muscle, nerve, brain, &c., 
is wasted, and these require to be restored. This 
increased expenditure demands a larger income.^ If 
the owner of labour-power works to-day, to-morrow 
he must again be able to repeat the same process in the 
same conditions as regards health and strength. His 
means of subsistence must therefore be sufficient to 
maintain him in his normal state as a labouring in- 
dividual. His natural wants, such as food, clothing, 

^ Hence the Roman Villicus, as overlooker of the agricultural 
slaves, received “ more meagre fare than working slaves, because his 
work was lighter.’' — (Th. Mommsen, Rom. Gcschichtc, 1S56, p. 810.) 
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fiiel, and housing, vary according to the climatic and 
other physical conditions of his country. On the 
other hand, the number and extent of his so-called 
necessary wants, as also the modes of satisfying them, 
are themselves the product of historical development, 
and depend therefore to a great extent on the degree 
of civilization of a country, more particularly on the 
conditions under which, and consequently on the 
habits and degree of comfort in wliich, the class of 
free labourers has been formed.^ In contradistinction 
therefore to the case of other commodities, there 
enters into the determination of the value of labour- 
power a historical and moral element. Nevertheless, 
in a given country, at a given period, the average 
quantity of the means of subsistence necessary for the 
labourer is practically known. 

The owner of labour-power is mortal. If then his 
appearance in the market is to be continuous, and the 
continuous conversion of money into capital assumes 
this, the seller of labour-power must perpetuate him- 
self, “ in the way that every living individual per- 
petuates himself, by procreation.’' ^ The labour- 
power withdrawn from the market by wear and tear 
and death, must be continually replaced by, at the 
very least, an equal amount of fresh labour-power. 

^ Compare W. H. Thornton, Overpopulation and its Remedy, 
Lond., 1846. 

2 Petty. 


195 



Karl Marx 


Hence the sum of the means of subsistence necessary 
for the production of labour-power must include the 
means necessary for the labourer’s substitutes, i.e., 
his children, in order that this race of peculiar com- 
modity-owners may perpetuate its appearance in the 
marketd 

hi order to modify the human organism, so that 
it may acquire skill and handiness in a given branch 
of industry, and become labour-power of a special 
kind, a special education or training is requisite, and 
this, on its part, costs an equivalent in commodities 
of a greater or less amount. This amount varies ac- 
cording to the more or less complicated character of 
the labour-power. The expenses of this education 
(excessively small in the case of ordinary labour- 
power), enter pro tanto into the total value spent in 
its production. 

The value of labour-power resolves itself into the 
value of a definite quantity of the means of sub- 
sistence. It therefore varies with the value of these 
means or with the quantity of labour requisite for 
their production. 


^ “Its (labour’s) natural price . . . consists in such a quantity 
of necessaries and comforts of life, as, from the nature of the climate, 
and the habits of the country, are necessary to support the labourer, 
and to enable him to rear such a family as may preserve, in the 
market, an undiininished supply of labour.” — (R. Torrens, An 
Essay on the external Corn TraaCy Lond., 1815, p. 62.) The word 
labour is here wrongly used for labour-power. 
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Some of the means of subsistence, such as food and. 
fuel, are consumed daily, and a fresh supply must be 
provided daily. Others such as clothes and furniture 
last for longer periods and require to be replaced only 
at longer intervals. One article must be bought or 
paid for daily, another weekly, another quarterly, and 
so on. But in whatever way the sum total of these 
outlays may be spread over the year, they must be 
covered by the average income, taking one day with 
another. If the total of the commodities required 
daily for the production of labour-power = A, and 
those required weekly = B, and those required 
quarterly = C, and so on, the daily average of these 

commodities = Suppose that 

365 

in this mass of commodities requisite for the average 
day there are embodied 6 hours of social labour, 
then there is incorporated daily in labour-power half 
a day’s average social labour, in other words, half a 
day’s labour is requisite for the daily production of 
labour-power. This quantity of labour forms the 
value of a day’s labour-power or the value of the 
labour-power daily reproduced. If half a day’s 
average social labour is incorporated in three shillings, 
then three shillings is the price corresponding to the 
value of a day’s labour-power. If its owner therefore 
offers it for sale at diree shillings a day, its selling price 
is equal to its value, and according to our supposition, 
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our friend Moneybags, who is intent upon converting 
ills three shillings into capital, pays this value. 

The minimum limit of the value of labour-power 
is determined by the value of the commodities, with- 
out the daily supply of which the labourer cannot 
renew his vital energy, consequently by the value of 
those means of subsistence tliat arc physically indis- 
pensable. If the price of labour-power fall to this 
minimum, it falls below its value, since under such 
circumstances it can be maintained and developed 
only in a crippled state. But the value of every com- 
modity is determined by the labour-time requisite to 
mm it out so as to be of normal quality. 

It is a very cheap sort of sentimentality which de- 
clares this method of determining the value of labour- 
power, a method prescribed by the very najure of the 
case, to be a brutal method, and which wails with 
Rossi, that “ To comprehend capacity for labour 
(puissance de travail) at die same time that we make 
abstraction from the means of subsistence of the 
labourers during the process of production, is to com- 
prehend a phantom (etre dc raison). When wc speak 
of labour, or capacity for labour, we speak at die same 
time of the labourer and his means of subsistence, of 
labourer and wages.’’' ^ When we speak of capacity 
for labour, we do not speak of labour, any more than 
when we speak of capacity for digestion, we speak 
1 Rossi, Cours d'Econ. Polity Bruxelles, 184a, p. 370. 
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of digestion. The latter process requires something 
more than a good stomach. When we speak of 
capacity for labour, we do not abstract from the 
necessary means of subsistence. On the contrary, 
their value is expressed in its value. If his capacity 
for labour remains unsold, the labourer derives no 
benefit from it, but rather he will feel it to be a cruel 
nature-imposed necessity that this capacity has cost 
for its production a definite amount of the means 
of subsistence and that it will continue to do so for 
its reproduction. He will then agree with Sismondi : 
‘‘ that capacity for labour ... is nothing unless it 
is sold.’^ ^ 

One consequence of the peculiar nature of labour- 
power as a commodity is, that its use-value does not, 
on the conclusion of the contract between the buyer 
and seller, immediately pass into tlie hands of the 
former. Its value, like that of every other com- 
modity, is already fixed before it goes into circulation, 
since a definite quantity of social labour has been 
spent upon it ; but its use-value consists in die subse- 
quent exercise of its force. The alienation of labour- 
power and its actual appropriation by the buyer, its 
employment as a use-value, are separated by an 
interval of time. But in those cases in which the 
formal aHenation by sale of the use-value of a com- 
modity, is not simultaneous with its actual delivery 
^ Sismondi, Nouu, Princ., &c., t. L, p. iia. 
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to the buyer, the money of the latter usually functions 
as means of payment.^ In every country in which 
the capitalist mode of production reigns, it is the 
custom not to pay for labour-power before it has been 
exercised for the period fixed by the contract, as for 
example, the end of each week. In all cases, therefore, 
the use-value of the labour-power is advanced to the 
capitalist : the labourer allows the buyer to consume 
it before he receives payment of the price ; he every- 
where gives credit to the capitalist. That this credit 
is no mere fiction, is shown not only by the occasional 
loss of wages on the bankruptcy of the capitalist, ^ 
but also by a series of more enduring consequences.® 

^ “ All labour is paid after it has ceased.” — {An Inquiry into 
those Principles respecting the Nature of Demandy &c.y p. 104.) 
“ Le credit commercial a du commencer au moment oii I’ouvrier, 
premier artisan de la production, a pu, au moyen de ses economies, 
attendre le salaire de son travail jusqu’a la fm de la semaine, de la 
quinzainc, du mois, du trimestre, See. (Ch. Ganilh, Des Systemes 
dc rEcon. PoUt.y edit., Paris, 1821, t. L, p. 150.) 

^ “ L’ouvrier prete son Industrie,” but adds Storch slyly : he 
“ risks nothing ” except “ de perdre son salaire . . . Touvrier ne 
transmet ricn dc materiel.” — (Storch, Cours d'Econ. Polit. Econ.y 
Petersbourg, 1815, t. II., p. 37.) 

^ One c.Kainple. In London there arc two sorts of bakers, the 
“ full priced,” who sell bread at its full value, and the “ under- 
scllcrs,” who sell it under its value. The latter class comprises more 
than three-fourths of the total number of bakers (p. xxxii. in the 
Report of H. S. Trcmenheerc, commissioner to examine into “ the 
grievances complained of by the journeymen bakers,” See., Lond, 
1S62). The iindcrscllers, almost without exception, sell bread 
adulterated with alum, soap, pearl ashes, chalk, Derbyshire stone- 
dust, and such like agreeable nourishing and wholesome ingredients. 
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Nevertheless, whether money serves as a means of 
purchase or as a means of payment, this makes no 
alteration in the nature of the exchange of com- 
modities. The price of the labour-power is fixed by 
the contract, although it is not realized till later, like 
the rent of a house. The labour-power is sold, 
although it is only paid for at a later period. It will, 
therefore, be useful, for a clear comprehension of the 
relation of the parties, to assume provisionally, that 
the possessor of labour-power, on the occasion of each 
sale, immediately receives the price stipulated to be 
paid for it. 

We now know how the value paid by the purchaser 

(See the above cited blue book, as also the Report of “ the committee 
of 1855 on the adulteration of bread,’* and Dr. Hassall’s Adulterations 
detected, 2nd Ed., Lond., 1862.) Sir John Gordon stated before the 
committee of 1855, tkat “in consequence of these adulterations, 
the poor man, who lives on two poimds of bread a day, does not 
now get one fourth part of nourishing matter, let alone the dele- 
terious effects on his health.” Tremenheere states ( 1 . c., p. xlviii.), 
as the reason, why a very large part of the working-class, although 
well aware of this adulteration, neverthelesss accept the alum, 
stone-dust, See., as part of their purchase : that it is for them “ a 
matter of necessity to take from their baker or from the chandler’s 
shop, such bread as they choose to supply.” As they are not paid 
their wages before the end of the week, they in their turn are 
unable “ to pay for the bread consumed by their families, during the 
week, before the end of the week,” and Tremenheere adds on 
the evidence of witnesses, “ it is notorious that bread composed of 
those mixtures, is made expressly for sale in this manner.” In many 
English and still more Scotch agricultural districts, wages are paid 
fortnightly and even monthly ; with such long intervals between 
the payments, the agricultural labourer is obliged to buy on credit. 
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to the possessor of this peculiar commodity, labour- 
power, is determined. The use-value which the 
former gets in exchange, manifests itself only in the 
actual usufruct, in the consumption of the labour- 
power. The money owner buys everything necessary 
for tliis purpose, such as raw material, in the market, 
and pays for it at its full value. The consumption of 
labour-power is at one and the same time the pro- 
duction of commodities and of surplus value. The 
consumption of labour-power is completed, as in the 
case of every other commodity, outside the limits of 
die market or of the sphere of circulation. Accom- 
panied by Mr. Moneybags and by the possessor of 

... He must pay higher prices, and is in fact tied to the shop 
which gives him credit. Thus at Horningham inWilts, for example, 
where the wages are monthly, the same flour that he could buy 
elsewhere at is. lod. per stone, costs him 2S. 4d. per stone. — {Sixth 
Report on Public Health, by The Medical Officer of the Privy Council, 
&c., 1864, p. 264.) “ The block printers of Paisley and Kilmar- 

nock enforced, by a strike, fortnightly, instead of monthly pay- 
ment of wages.” — (Reports on the Inspectors of Factories for 51 sf Oct. 

p. 34 -) As a further pretty result of the credit given by the 
workmen to the capitalist, we may refer to the method current 
in many English coal mines, where the labourer is not paid till the 
end of the month, and in the meantime, receives sums on account 
from the capitalist, often in goods for which the miner is obliged 
to pay more than the market price (Truck-system). “ It is a 
common practice with the coal masters to pay once a month, and 
advance cash to their workmen at the end of each intermediate 
week. The cash is given in the shop ” (f.c., the Tommy shop which 
belongs to the master) ; “ the men take it on one side and lay it 
out on the other.” — (Children's Employment Commission, III, Report, 
Lond., 1864, p. 38, 11. 192.) 
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labour-power, we therefore take leave for a time of 
tliis noisy sphere, where everything takes place on the 
surface and in view of all men, and follow them both 
into the hidden abode of production, on whose thresh- 
old there stares us in the face ‘‘ No admittance except 
on business.” Here we shall see, not only how 
capital produces, but how capital is produced. We 
shall at last force the secret of profit-making. 

This sphere that we are deserting, within whose 
boundaries the sale and purchase of labour-power goes 
on, is in fact a very Eden of the innate rights of man. 
There alone rule Freedom, EquaHty, Property and 
Bentham. Freedom, because both buyer and seller 
of a commodity, say of labour-power, are constrained 
only by their own free will. They contract as free 
agents, and the agreement they come to, is but the 
form in which they give legal expression to their 
common will. Equahty, because each enters into 
relation with the other, as with a simple owner of 
commodities, and they exchange equivalent for equi- 
valent. Property, because each disposes only of what 
is his own. And Bentham, because each looks only 
to himself. The only force that brings them together 
and puts them in relation with each other, is the selfish- 
ness, the gain and the private interests of each. Each 
looks to himself only, and no one troubles himself 
about the rest, and just because they do so, do they 
all, in accordance with the pre-established harmony of 
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things, or under the auspices of an all-shrewd provi- 
dence, work together to their mutual advantage, for 
the common weal and in the interest of all. 

On leaving tliis sphere of simple circulation or of 
exchange of commodities, which furnishes the '' Free- 
trader Vulgaris ” with his views and ideas, and with 
the standard by which he judges a society based on 
capital and wages, wc think we can perceive a change 
in the physiognomy of our dramatis person^e. He, 
who before was the money owner, now strides in 
front as capitalist ; the possessor of labour-power 
follows as his labourer. The one with an air of im- 
portance, smirking, intent on business ; the other, 
timid and holding back, hke one who is bringing his 
own hide to market and has nothing to expect but 
— a hiding. 
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THE LABOUR-PROCESS AND THE PROCESS 
OF PRODUCING SURPLUS-VALUE 

SECTION I. — THE LABOUR-PROCESS, OR THE PRODUCTION 
OF USE-VALUES 


The above extract ended with the conclusion that new capital, 
in the form of profit, could only arise in the process of produc- 
tion itself It could only arise from actual human labour. 
Marx has already named this newly accrued profit, this new 
increment of capital, surplus-value. The next Part of his book 
is called “The Production of Absolute Surplus-Value.” 

The first section of the following extract analyses human 
labour, or work, in the abstract, however. It describes human 
labour as the fundamental process going on between men and 
nature, by means of which alone men can live. It distinguishes 
human labour as distinctively different from the kind of work 
which animals do, for human labour is conscious and purposive, 
while animal or insect labour is instinctive. “ A spider conducts 
operations that resemble those of a weaver, and a bee puts to 
shame many an architect in the construction of her cells ; but 
what distinguishes the worst architect from the best of bees is 
this, that the architect raises his structure in imagination before 
he erects it in reality.” It is not until the next section headed 
“ The Production of Surplus-V alue ” that we come on to 
labour in its distinctively capitalist form. It is in this section 
that Marx describes how surplus-value actually arises. This 
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then, is in some respects the most important section of his whole 
book. 

Marx’s way of putting the point may seem confusing at a 
first reading, but what he is saying is simply this. Let us assume, 
for the sake of argument, that in any given society, at any given 
time, it takes on the average six hours’ work a day to produce 
enough value to keep a worker and his dependents. Workers 
will on the average be paid this amount of value by way of 
wages. If, therefore, the capitalist only works his workers six 
hours a day, he will get nothing. There will be no profit in the 
whole afiair for him. He might just as well go out of business. 
But a worker can work much more dian six hours a day. There- 
fore, if (always for the same wage) the worker is made to work 
twelve hours a day, he will produce twice as much value as is 
needed for his keep. Therefore, the whole of the value produced 
in the second six hours a day of his work can be, and will be, 
taken by the capitalist. Wages will on the average always approxi- 
mate to what is necessary to keep the worker and his family. If 
he can produce more than this, then the capitalist will have it. 
This is where profit, or new capital, or, as Marx calls it, surplus- 
value, comes from. It arises out of the fict that the worker can 
produce a surplus over and above his own keep, and that under 
capitalism, r.e., a system in which the means of production arc 
owned, not by the worker, but by a small class of persons, this 
surplus is appropriated by these owners. 

Moreover, Marx points out, on the rules of commodity pro- 
duction the transaction is perfectly fair. As between the labourer 
and the capitalist equal value is exchanged for equal value. The 
value of the worker’s labour-power is IiivS keep. This he is given. 
But his labour-power is able to produce fcr more value than this. 
So much the better for the capitalist. By the rules of tlic game 
tliis surplus-value belongs to him, This is the secret of liow 
the capitalist manages to accumulate vast wealth out of the 
labour of otlrcrs without infringing the rights of free contract, 
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or, in form, enslaving the workers. For the capitalists’ monopoly 
of the means of production enables them to appropriate all surplus- 
value. — ^E. J. S. 

The capitalist buys labour-power in order to use it ; 
and labour-pov\^er in use is labour itself. The pur- 
chaser of labour-power consumes it by setting the 
seller of it to work. By working, the latter becomes 
actually, what before he only was potentially, labour- 
power in action, a labourer. In order that his labour 
may reappear in a commodity, he must, before all 
things, expend it on something useful, on something 
capable of satisfying a want of some sort. Hence, 
what the capitaHst sets the labourer to produce, is a 
particular use-value, a specified article. The fact that 
the production of use-values, or goods, is carried on 
under the control of a capitalist and on his behalf, 
does not alter the general character of that production. 
We shall, therefore, in the first place, have to consider 
the labour-process independently of the particular 
form it assumes under given social conditions. 

Labour is, in the first place, a process in which both 
man and Nature participate, and in which man of his 
own accord starts, regulates, and controls the material 
reactions between himself and Nature. He opposes 
liimself to Nature as one of her own forces, setting 
in motion arms and legs, head and hands, the natural 
forces of his body, in order to appropriate Nature’s 
productions in a form adapted to his own wants, 
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By thus acting on the external world and changing 
it, he at the same time changes his own nature. He 
develops his slumbering powers and compels them 
to act in obedience to his sway. We are not now 
deahng with those primitive instinctive forms of 
labour that remind us of the mere animal. An im- 
measurable interval of time separates the state of things 
in which a man brings his labour-power to market for 
sale as a commodity, from that state in which human 
labour was still in its first instinctive stage. We pre- 
suppose labour in a form that stamps it as exclusively 
human. A spider conducts operations that resemble 
those of a weaver, and a bee puts to shame many an 
architect in the construction of her cells. But what 
distinguishes the worst architect from the best of bees 
is this, that the architect raises his structure in imagina- 
tion before he erects it in reality. At the end of every 
labour-process, we get a result that already existed in 
the imagination of the labourer at its commencement. 
He not only effects a change of form in the material 
on which he works, but he also realizes a purpose of 
his own that gives the law to his modus operandi, and 
to which he must subordinate his will. And this 
subordination is no mere momentary act. Besides the 
exertion of the bodily organs, the process demands 
that, during the whole operation, the workman’s will 
be steadily in consonance with his purpose. This 
means close attention. The less he is attracted by the 

208 



The Lahonr-Process 

nature of the work, and the mode in which it is 
carried on, and the less, therefore, he enjoys it as 
something which gives play to his bodily and men- 
tal powers, the more close his attention is forced 
to be. 

The elementary factors of the labour-process are i, 
the personal activity of man, f.e., work itself, 2, the 
subject of that work, and 3, its instruments. 

The soil (and this, economically speaking, includes 
water) in the virgin state in which it supplies ^ man 
with necessaries or the means of subsistence ready to 
hand, exists independently of him, and is the universal 
subject of human labour. All those things which 
labour merely separates from immediate connection 
with their environment, are subjects of labour spon- 
taneously provided by Nature. Such are fish which 
we catch and take from their element, water, timber 
which we fell in the virgin forest, and ores which 
we extract from their veins. If, on the other hand, the 
subject of labour has, so to say, been filtered through 
previous labour, we call it raw material ; such is ore 
already extracted and ready for washing. All raw 
material is die subject of labour, but not every subject 

^ “ The earth's spontaneous productions being in small quantity, 
and quite independent of man, appear, as it were, to be furnished by 
Nature, in the same way as a small sum is given to a young man, in 
order to put him in a way of industry, and of making his fortune.” 
— (James Steuart, Principles of PoliU Econ.^ edit, Dublin, 1770, v. I., 
p. 116.) 
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of labour is raw material ; it can only become so, 
after it has undergone some alteration by means of 
labour. 

An instrument of labour is a thing, or a complex 
of things, which die labourer interposes between 
himself and the subject of liis labour, and which serves 
as the conductor of his activity. He makes use of the 
mechanical, physical, and chemical properties of some 
substances in order to make other substances sub- 
servient to his aims.^ Leaving out of consideration 
such ready-made means of subsistence as fruits, in 
gathering which a man’s own limbs serve as the 
instruments of his labour, the first thing of which the 
labourer possesses himself is not the subject of labour 
but its instrument. Thus Nature becomes one of the 
organs of his activity, one that he annexes to his own 
bodily organs, adding stature to himself in spite of the 
Bible. As the earth is liis original larder, so too it is 
his original tool house. It supplies him, for instance, 
with stones for throwing, grinding, pressing, cutting, 
&c. The earth itself is an instrument of labour, but 
when used as such in agriculture implies a whole scries 
of other instruments and a comparatively high develop- 

^ “ Reason is just as cunning as she is powerful. Her cunning 
consists principally in her mediating activity, which, by causing 
objects to act and re-act on each other in accordance with their own 
nature, in tliis way, without any direct interference in the process, 
carries out reason’s intentions.” — (Hegel, Encykhpddk, Erster Theil, 
Die Logik, Berlin, 1840, p. 382.) 
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ment of labour.^ No sooner does labour undergo the 
least development, than it requires specially prepared 
instruments. Thus in the oldest caves we find stone 
implements and weapons. In the earHest period of 
human history domesticated animals, i,e,, animals 
which have been bred for the purpose, and have under- 
gone modifications by means of labour, play the chief 
part as instruments of labour along with specially 
prepared stones, wood, bones, and shells.^ The use 
and fabrication of instruments of labour, although 
existing in the germ among certain species of animals, 
is specifically characteristic of the human labour- 
process, and Franklin therefore defines man as a tool- 
making animal. Relics of bygone instruments of 
labour possess the same importance for the investiga- 
tion of extinct economical forms of society, as do 
fossil bones for the determination of extinct species 
of animals. It is not the articles made, but how they 
are made, and by what instruments, that enables us 
to distinguish diferent economical epochs.^ Instru- 

^ 111 his otherwise miserable work (TJidorte de VEcon. PoUt., 
Paris, 1819), Ganilh enumerates in a striking manner in opposition 
to the “ Physiocrats ” the long series of previous processes necessary 
before agriculture properly so called can conomence. 

^ Turgot, in his Reflexions sur la Formation et la Distribution des 
Richesses (1766), brings well into prominence the importance of 
domesticated animals to early civilization. 

^ The least important commodities of all for the technological 
comparison of different epochs of production are articles of luxuiy, 
in the strict meaning of the term. However little our written his- 
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ments of labour not only supply a standard of the 
degree of development to which human labour has 
attained, but they are also indicators of the social 
conditions under which that labour is carried on. 
Among the instruments of labour, those of a mechan- 
ical nature, which, taken as a whole, we may call the 
bone and muscles of production, offer much more 
decided characteristics of a given epoch of production, 
than those which, like pipes, tubs, baskets, jars. &c., 
serve only to hold the materials for labour, which latter 
class, we may in a general way, call the vascular system 
of production. The latter first begins to play an 
important part in the chemical industries. 

In a wider sense we may include among the instru- 
ments of labour, in addition to those things that are 
used for directly transferring labour to its subject, 
and wliich therefore, in one way or another, serve as 
conductors of activity, all such objects as are necessary 
for carrying on the labour-process. These do not 
enter directly into the process, but without them it is 
cither impossible for it to take place at all, or possible 
only to a partial extent. Once more we find the earth 

tories up to this time notice the development of material production, 
which is the basis of all social life, and therefore of all real history, 
yet prehistoric times have been classified in accordance with the 
results, not of so-callcd historical, but of materialistic investigations. 
These periods have been divided, to correspond with the materials 
from which their implements and weapons were made, viz., into 
the stone, the bronze, and the iron ages. 
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to be a universal instrument of this sort, for it furnishes 
a locus standi to the labourer and a field of employ- 
ment for liis activity. Among instruments that are the 
result of previous labour and also belong to this class, 
we find workshops, canals, roads, and so forth. 

In the labour-process, therefore, man’s activity, 
with the help of the instruments of labour, effects an 
alteration, designed from the commencement, in the 
material worked upon. The process disappears in the 
product ; the latter is a use-value, Nature’s material 
adapted by a change of form to the wants of man. 
Labour has incorporated itself with its subject : the 
former is materiahzed, the latter transformed. That 
which in the labourer appeared as movement, now 
appears in the product as a fixed quahty without 
motion. The blacksmith forges and the product is a 
forging. 

If we examine the whole process from the point of 
view of its result, the product, it is plain that both the 
instruments and the subject of labour, are means of 
production,^ and that the labour itself is productive 
labour.^ 

1 It appears paradoxical to assert, that uncaxight fish, for instance, 
are a means of production in the fishing industry. But hitherto no 
one has discovered the art of catching fish in waters that contain 
none. 

2 This method of determining from the standpoint of the labour- 
process alone, what is productive labour, is by no means directly 
applicable to the case of the capitalist process of production. 
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Though a usc-value, in the form of a product, 
issues from tlic labour-process, yet other use-values, 
products of previous labour, enter into it as means of 
production. The same use-value is both the product 
of a previous process, and a means of production in a 
later process. Products are therefore not only results, 
but also essential conditions of labour. 

With the exception of the extractive industries, in 
which the material for labour is provided immediately 
by nature, such as mining, hunting, fishing, and 
agriculture (so far as the latter is confined to breaking 
up virgin soil), all branches of industry manipulate 
raw material, objects already filtered through labour, 
already products of labour. Such is seed in agriculture. 
Animals and plants, which we are accustomed to con- 
sider as products of nature, are in their present form, 
not only products of, say last year’s labour, but the 
result of a gradual transformation, continued through 
many generations, under man’s superintendence, and 
by means of his labour. But in die great majority of 
cases, instruments of labour show even to the most 
superficial observer, traces of the labour of past ages. 

Raw material may cither form the principal sub- 
stance of a product, or it may enter into its formation 
only as an accessory. An accessory may be consumed 
by die instruments of labour, as coal under a boiler, 
oil by a wheel, hay by draft-horses, or it may be 
mixed with the raw material in order to produce some 
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modification thereof, as chlorine into unbleached linen, 
coal with iron, dye-stuflf with wool, or again, it may 
help to carry on the work itself, as in the case of the 
materials used for heating and hghting workshops. 
The distinction between principal substance and acces- 
sory vanishes in the true chemical industries, because 
there none of the raw material reappears, in its original 
composition, in the substance of the product.^ 

Every object possesses various properties, and is thus 
capable of being applied to different uses. One and 
the same product may therefore serve as raw material 
in very different processes. Com, for example, is a 
raw material for millers, starch-manufacturers, dis- 
tillers, and cattle-breeders. It also enters as raw 
material into its own production in the shape of seed : 
coal, too, is at the same time the product of, and a 
means of production in, coal-mining. 

Again, a particular product may be used in one and 
the same process, both as an instrument of labour and 
as raw material. Take, for instance, the fattening of 
cattle, where the animal is the raw material, and at 
the same time an instrument for the production of 
manure. 

A product, though ready for immediate consump- 
tion, may yet serve as raw material for a further pro- 

1 Storch calls true raw materials “ matieres,” and accessory 
material “ materiaux ” : Cherbuliez describes accessories as 
“ matieres instrumentales.” 
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duct, as grapes when they become the raw material 
for wine. On the other hand, labour may give us 
its product in such a form, that we can use it only as 
raw material, as is the case with cotton, tliread, and 
yam. Such a raw material, though itself a product, 
may have to go through a whole series of different 
processes : in each of these in turn, it serves, with 
constantly varying form, as raw material, until the 
last process of the series leaves it a perfect product, 
ready for individual consumption, or for use as an 
instrument of labour. 

Hence we see, that whedier a use-value is to be 
regarded as raw material, as instrument of labour, or 
as product, tliis is determined entirely by its function 
in the labour process, by the position it there occupies : 
as this varies, so does its character. 

Whenever therefore a product enters as a means ol 
production into a new labour-process, it thereby loses 
its character of product, and beepmes a mere factor in 
the process. A spinner treats spindles only as imple- 
ments for spinning, and flax only as the material that 
he spins. Of course it is impossible to spin without 
material and spindles ; and therefore the existence ol 
these things as products, at the commencement of the 
spinning operation, must be presumed : but in the 
process itself, the fact that they are products of previous 
labour, is a matter of utter indifference ; just as in the 
digestive process, it is of no importance whatever, that 
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bread is the produce of tlic previous labour of the 
fanner, the miller, and the baker. On the contrary, 
it is generally by their imperfections as products, that 
the means of production in any process assert them- 
selves in their character of products. A blunt knife 
or weak thread forcibly remind us of Mr. A., the 
cutler, or Mr. B., the spinner. In the finished pro- 
duct the labour by means of which it has acquired 
its useful qualities is not palpable, has apparently 
vanished. 

A machine which does not serve tlie purposes of 
labour, is useless. In addition, it falls a prey to the 
destructive influence of natural forces. Iron rusts and 
wood rots. Yam with which we neither weave nor 
knit, is cotton wasted. Living labour must seize upon 
these diings and rouse them from their death-sleep, 
change them from mere possible use-values into real 
and effective ones. Bathed in the fire of labour, appro- 
priated as part and parcel of labour’s organism, and, 
as it were, made alive for the performance of their 
functions in the process, they arc in truth consumed, 
but consumed with a purpose, as elementary con- 
stituents of new use-values, of new products, ever 
ready as means of subsistence for individual consump- 
tion, or as means of production for some new labour- 
process. 

If then, on the one hand, finished products are not 
only results, but also necessary conditions, of the 
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labour-process, on the other hand, their assumption 
into that process, their contact with Hving labour, is 
the sole means by which they can be made to retain 
their character of use-values, and be utilized. 

Labour uses up its material tactors, its subject and 
its instruments, consumes them, and is therefore a 
process of consumption. Such productive consump- 
tion is distinguished from individual consumption by 
this, that the latter uses up products, as means of sub- 
sistence for the living individual ; the former, as 
means whereby alone, labour, the labour-power of 
the living individual, is enabled to act. The product, 
therefore, of individual consumption, is the consumer 
himself ; the result of productive consumption, is a 
product distinct from the consumer. 

In so far then, as its instruments and subjects are 
themselves products, labour consumes products in 
order to create products, or in odicr words, consumes 
one set of products by turning them into means of 
production for another set. But, just as in the begin- 
ning, the only participators in tlic labour-process were 
man and the earth, which latter exists independently of 
man, so oven now wc still employ in the process many 
means of production, provided directly by nature, tliat 
do not represent any combination of natural substances 
with human labour. 

Tlic labour-process, resolved as above into its simple 
elementary factors, is human action with a view to the 
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production of use-values, appropriation of natural 
substances to human requirements ; it is the necessary 
condition for effecting exchange of matter between 
man and Nature ; it is the everlasting nature-imposed 
condition of human existence, and therefore is inde- 
pendent of every social phase of that existence, or 
rather, is common to every such phase. It was, there- 
fore, not necessary to represent our labourer in con- 
nection with other labourers ; man and his labour on 
one side, Nature and its materials on the other, 
sufficed. As the taste of the porridge does not teU 
you who grev7 the oats, no more does tliis simple 
process tell you of itself what are the social conditions 
under which it is taking place, whether under the 
slave-owner’s brutal lash, or the anxious eye of the 
capitahst ; whether Cincinnatus carries it on in tilling 
his modest farm or a savage in killing wild animals with 
stones.- 

Lct us now return to our would-be capitalist. We 
left him just after ]ic had purchased, in the open 
market, all the necessary factors of the labour-process ; 
its objective factors, the means of production, as well 

^ By a wonderful feat of logical acumen, Colonel Torrens has 
discovered, in this stone of the savage the origin of capital. “ In the 
first stone which he [the savage] flings at tire wild animal he pursues, 
in the first stick that he seizes to strike down the fruit which hangs 
above his reach, we see the appropriation of one article for the 
purpose of aiding in the acquisition of another, and thus discover 
the origin of capital.'* — (R. Torrens, An Essay on the Production of 
Wealth, &c., pp. 70-71.) 
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as its subjective factor, labour-power. With the keen 
eye of an expert, he has selected the means of pro- 
duction and the kind of labour-power best adapted to 
his particular trade, be it spinning, bootmaking, or any 
other kind. He then proceeds to consume the com- 
modity, the labour-power tliat he has just bought, by 
causing the labourer, the impersonation of that labour- 
power, to consume the means of production by liis 
labour. The general character of the labour-process is 
evidently not changed by the fact, that the labourer 
works for the capitalist instead of for himself ; more- 
over, the particular methods and operations employed 
in bootmaking or spinning are not immediately 
changed by the intervention of the capitalist. He 
must begin by taking the labour-power as he finds it 
in the market, and consequently be satisfied with 
labour of such a kind as would be found in the period 
immediately preceding the rise of capitalists. Changes 
in the methods of production by the subordination 
of labour to capital, can take place only at a later 
period, and therefore will have to be treated of in a 
later chapter. 

The labour-process, turned into the process by 
which the capitalist consumes labour-power, exliibits 
two characteristic phenomena. First, the labourer 
works under the control of the capitaHst to whom his 
labour belongs ; the capitalist taking good care that 
the work is done in a proper manner, and diat the 
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means of production are used with intelligence, so that 
there is no unnecessary waste of raw material, and no 
wear and tear of the implements beyond what is 
necessarily caused by the work. 

Secondly, the product is the property of the capital- 
ist and not tliat of the labourer, its immediate producer. 
Suppose that a capitahst pays for a day’s labour-power 
at its value ; then the right to use that power for a 
day belongs to him, just as much as the right to use 
any other commodity, such as a horse that he has hired 
for the day. To the purchaser of a commodity belongs 
its use, and the seller of labour-power, by giving his 
labour, does no more, in reality, than part with the 
use-value that he has sold. From the instant he steps 
into the workshop, the use-value of his labour-power, 
and therefore also its use, which is labour, belongs to 
the capitalist. By the purchase of labour-power, the 
capitalist incorporates labour, as a living ferment, 
with the lifeless constituents of the product. From 
his point of view, the labour-process is nothing more 
than the consumption of the commodity purchased, 
/.e., of labour-power ; but this consumption cannot 
be effected except by supplying the labour-power 
with the means of production. The labour-process 
is a process between things that the capitalist has 
purchased, things that have become his property. 
The product of this process belongs, therefore, to 
him, just as much as does the wine which is the 
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product of a process of fermentation completed in 
his cellar d 


SECTION 2. — THE PRODUCTION OF SURPLUS-VALUE 

The product appropriated by the capitalist is a use- 
value, as yarn, for example, or boots. But, although 
boots are, in one sense, the basis of all social progress, 
and our capitalist is a decided progressist,’’ yet he 
does not manufacture boots for their own sake. Use- 
value is, by no means, the thing qu’on aime pour- 
lui-memc ” in the production of commodities. Use- 
values are only produced by capitalists, because, and 

^ “ Products arc appropriated before they are converted into 
capital ; this conversion docs not secure them from such appro- 
priation.” — (Chcubulicz, RicJtc on Piinnrc, edit. Paris, ^841, pp, 
53, 54.) “The Proletarian, by selling his labour for a definite 
quantity of the necessaries of life, renounces all claim to a share in 
the product. The mode of appropriation of the ]n’oducts remains 
the same as before ; it is in no way altered by the bargain we have 
mentioned. The product belongs e^’dusively to the capitalist, who 
supplied the raw material and the necessaries of life ; and this is 
a rigorous consequence of the law' of appropriatioji, a law whose 
funaainental principle was the very opposite, namely, that every 
labourer has an e.xclusive right to the ownership of what he pro- 
duces ” ( 1 . c., p. 58). “ When the labourers receive wages for their 
labour . . . the capitalist is then the owmer not of the capital only ” 
(he means the means of production) “ but of the labour also. If 
what is paid as wages is included, as it commonly is, in the term 
capital, it is absurd to talk of labour separately from capital. The 
word capital as thus employed includes labour and capital both.” 
— (James Mill, Elements of Pol. Econ.^ &c., Ed. i8ai, pp. 70, 71.) 
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in so far as, tliey are the material substratum, the 
depositaries of exchange-value. Our capitalist has 
two objects in view : in the first place, he wants to 
produce a use-value that has a value in exchange, that 
is to say, an article destined to be sold, a commodity ; 
and secondly, he desires to produce a commodity 
whose value shall be greater than the sum of the 
values oi' the commodities used in its production, 
diat is, of the means of production and the labour- 
power, that lie purchased with his good money in the 
open market. His aim is to produce not only a use- 
value, but a commodity also ; not only use-value, 
but value ; not only value, but at the same time 
surplus-value. 

It must be borne in mind, that we are now dealing 
with the production of commodities, and that, up to 
this point, wc have only considered one aspect of the 
process. Just as commodities are, at the same time, 
usc-valucs and values, so the process of producing 
them must be a labour-process, and at the same time, 
a process of creating value.^ 

Let us now examine production as a creation of 
value. 

Wc know that the value of each commodity is 

^ As has been stated in a previous note, the English language has 
two different expressions for these two different aspects of labour : 
in the Simple Labour process, the process of producing Use-Values, 
it is Work ; in the process of creation of Value, it is Labour, taking 
the term in its strictly economical sense. — Ed. 
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determined by the quantity of labour expended on 
and materialized in it, by the working-time necessary, 
under given social conditions, for its production. 
This rule also holds good in the case of the product 
that accrued to our capitalist, as the result of the 
labour-process carried on for him. Assuming tliis 
product to be lo lbs. of yarn, our first step is to 
calculate the quantity of labour reaHzed in it. 

For spinning the yarn, raw material is required ; 
suppose in this case lo lbs. of cotton. We have no 
need at present to investigate the value of this cotton, 
for our capitalist has, we will assume, bought it at its 
full value, say of ten shillings. In this price the labour 
required for the production of the cotton is already 
expressed in terms of the average labour of society. 
We will further assume that the wear and tear of the 
spindle, which, for our present purpose, may represent 
all other instruments of labour employed, amounts to 
the value of 2s. If, then, twenty-four hours’ labour, 
or two working days, are required to produce the 
quantity of gold represented by twelve shillings, we 
have here, to begin with, two days’ labour already 
incorporated in the yarn. 

We must not let ourselves be misled by the circum- 
stance that the cotton has taken a new shape while the 
substance of the spindle has to a certain extent been 
used up. By the general law of value, if the value 
of 40 lbs. of yam = tlic value of 40 lbs. of cotton 
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+ the value of a whole spindle, f.e., if the same work- 
ing time is required to produce the commodities on 
either side of tliis equation, then lo lbs. of yam are 
an equivalent for lo lbs. of cotton, together with 
one-fourth of a spindle. In the case we are considering 
the same working time is materiaHzed in the lo lbs, 
of yam on the one hand, and in the lo lbs. of cotton 
and the fraction of a spindle on the other. Therefore, 
whether value appears in cotton, in a spindle, or in 
yam, makes no difference in the amount of that value. 
The spindle and cotton, instead of resting quietly side 
by side, join together in the process, their forms are 
altered, and they are turned into yam ; but their 
value is no more affected by this fact than it would 
be if they had been simply exchanged for their equi- 
valent in yarn. 

The labour required for the production of the cotton, 
the raw material of the yam, is part of the labour 
necessary to produce the yam, and is therefore con- 
tained in the yarn. The same appHes to the labour 
embodied in the spindle, without whose wear and 
tear the cotton could not be spun. 

Hence, in determining the value of the yam, or the 
labour-time required for its production, all the special 
processes carried on at various times and in different 
places, which were necessary, first to produce the 
cotton and the wasted portion of the spindle, and then 
with the cotton and spindle to spin the yam, may 
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together be looked on as different and successive 
phases of one and the same process. The whole of 
the labour in the yarn is past labour ; and it is a matter 
of no importance that the operations necessary for the 
production of its constituent elements were carried 
on at times which, reierred to tlic present, arc more 
remote than the final operation of spinning. If a 
definite quantity of labour, say thirty days, is requisite 
to build a lioiisc, the total amount of labour incor- 
porated ill it is not altered by the fact that the v^ork 
of the last day is done twenty-nine days later than that 
of the first. Therefore the labour contained in the 
raw material and the instruments of labour can be 
treated just as if it were labour expended in an earher 
stage of the spinning process, before the labour of 
actual spinning commenced. 

The values of the means of production, /.c., the 
cotton and the spindle, which values are expressed 
in the price of twelve shillings, arc therefore con- 
stituent parts of the value of die yarn, or, in other 
words, of the value of the product. 

Two conditions must nevertheless be fulfilled. First, 
the cotton and spindle must concur in the production 
of a use-value ; they must in the present ease become 
yarn. Value is independent of the particular use-value 
by which it is borne, but it must be embodied in a 
use-value of some kind. Secondly, the time occupied 
in the labour of production must not exceed the time 
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really necessary under the given social conditions of 
the case. Therefore, if no more than i lb. of cotton 
be requisite to spin i lb. of yam, care must be taken 
that no more than this weight of cotton is consumed 
in die production of i lb. of yam ; and similarly with 
regard to die spindle. Though the capitalist have a 
hobby, and use a gold instead of a steel spindle, yet the 
only labour that counts for anything in the value of 
the yarn is that which would be required to produce 
a steel spindle, because no more is necessary under the 
given social conditions. 

We now know what portion of the value of the 
yam is owing to the cotton and the spindle. It 
amounts to twelve shiUings or the value of two days’ 
work. The next point for our consideration is, what 
portion of the value of the yam is added to the cotton 
by the labour of the spinner. 

We have now to consider this labour under a very 
different aspect from that which it had during the 
labour-process ; there, we viewed it solely as that 
particular kind of human activity which changes 
cotton into yam ; there, the more the labour was 
suited to the work, the better the yam, other circum- 
stances remaining the same. The labour of the spinner 
was then viewed as specifically different from other 
kinds of productive labour, different on the one hand 
in its special aim, viz., spinning, different, on the 
other hand, in the special character of its operations, 
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ill the special nature of its means of production and 
in the special use-value of its product. For the opera- 
tion of spinning, cotton and spindles are a necessity, 
but for making rifled cannon they would be of no 
use whatever. Here, on the contrary, where we 
consider the labour of the spinner only so far as it 
is value-creating, i.c., a source of value, his labour 
diifers in no respect from the labour of the man who 
bores camion, or (what here more nearly concerns 
us), from the labour of the cotton-planter and spindle- 
maker incorporated in the means of production. It 
is solely by reason of this identity, that cotton planting, 
spindle making and spinning, arc capable of forming 
the component parts, differing only quantitatively 
from each other, of one whole, namely, the value of 
the yarn. Here, we have nothing more to do with 
the quality, the nature and the specific character of 
the labour, but merely with its quantity. And this 
simply requires to be calculated. We proceed upon 
the assumption that spinning is simple, unskilled 
labour, the average labour of a given state of society. 
Hereafter we shall sec that the contrary assumption 
would make no difference. 

While the labourer is at work, his labour constantly 
undergoes a transformation : from being motion, it 
becomes an object without motion ; from being the 
labourer working, it becomes the thing produced. 
At the end of one hour’s spinning, that act is repre- 
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sented by a definite quantity of yarn ; in other words, 
a definite quantity of labour, namely that of one hour, 
has become embodied in the cotton. We say labour, 
i.e., the expenditure of his vital force by the spinner, 
and not spinning labour, because the special work of 
spinning counts here, only so far as it is the expendi- 
ture of labour-power in general, and not in so far as 
it is the specific work of die spinner. 

In the process we are now considering it is of 
extreme importance, that no more time be consumed 
in the work of transforming the cotton into yam 
than is necessary under the given social conditions. 
If under normal, /.e., average social conditions of pro- 
duction, a pounds of cotton ought to be made into 
b pounds of yam by one hour’s labour, then a day’s 
labour does not count as 12 hours’ labour unless 
12 a pounds of cotton have been made into 12 b 
pounds of yam ; for in the creation of value, the time 
that is socially necessary alone counts. 

Not only the labour, but also the raw material and 
the product now appear in quite a new light, very 
different from that in which we viewed them in the 
labour-process pure and simple. The raw material 
serves now merdy as an absorbent of a definite 
quantity of labour. By this absorption it is in fact 
changed into yam, because it is spun, because labour- 
power in the form of spinning is added to it ; but 
tlie product, the yam, is now nothing more than a 
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measure of the labour absorbed by the cotton. If in 
one hour i § lbs. of cotton can be spun into iH lbs. 
of yarn, then lo lbs. of yarn mdicatc the absorption 
of 6 hours’ labour. Definite quantities of product, 
these quantities being determined by experience, now 
represent nothing but definite quantities of labour, 
definite masses of crystallized labour-time. They are 
nothing more than the materialization of so many 
hours or so many days of social labour. 

We arc here no more concerned about the facts, 
that the labour is the specific work of spinning, that 
its subject is cotton and its product yarn, than we are 
about the fact diat the subject itself is already a product 
and therefore ravxr material. If the spinner, instead 
of spinning, were working in a coal mine, the subject 
of his labour, the coal, would be supplied by Nature ; 
nevertheless, a definite quantity of extracted coal, a 
hundredweight for example, would represent a de- 
finite quantity of absorbed labour. 

We assumed, on the occasion of its sale, that the 
value of a day’s labour-power is three shillings, and 
that six hours’ labour arc incorporated in that sum ; 
and consequently that this amount of labour is 
requisite to produce the necessaries of life daily re- 
quired on an average by the labourer. If now our 
spinner, by working for one hour, can convert if lbs. 
of cotton into 15 lbs. of yarn,^ it follows tlaat in six 
^ These figures arc quite arbitrary. 
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hours he will convert lo lbs. of cotton into lo lbs, of 
yarn. Hence, during the spinning process, the cotton 
absorbs six hours’ labour. The same quantity of 
labour is also embodied in a piece of gold of die 
value of three shillings. Consequently by the mere 
labour of spinning, a value of three shillings is added 
to the cotton. 

Let us now consider the total value of the product, 
the 10 lbs. of yam. Two and a half days’ labour have 
been embodied in it, of which two days were con- 
tained in the cotton and in the substance of the spindle 
worn away, and half a day was absorbed during the 
process of spinning. This two and a half days’ labour 
is also represented by a piece of gold of the value 
of fifteen shillings. Hence, fifteen shillings is an 
adequate price for the lo lbs. of yarn, or the price of 
one pound is eighteenpence. 

Our capitahst stares in astonishment. The value of 
the product is exactly equal to the value of the capital 
advanced. The value so advanced has not expanded, 
no surplus«value has been created, and consequently 
money has not been converted into capital. The price 
of die yam is fifteen shilHngs, and fifteen shillings were 
spent in the open market upon the constituent ele- 
ments of the product, or, what amounts to the same 
thing, upon the factors of the labour-process ; ten 
shillings were paid for the cotton, two shillings for the 
substance of the spindle worn away, and tliree shillings 
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for the labour-power. The swollen value of the yarn 
is of no avail, for it is merely die sum of the values 
formerly existing in the cotton, the spindle, and the 
labour-power : out of such a simple addition of exist- 
ing values, no surplus-value can possibly arise.^ These 
separate values arc now all concentrated in one thing ; 
but so they were also in the sum of fifteen shillings, 
before it was split up into three parts, by the purchase 
of the commodities. 

There is in reality nothing very strange in tliis result. 
The value of one pound of yam being eighteenpence, 
if our capitahst buys lo lbs. of yarn in the market, he 
must pay fifteen shillings for them. It is clear that, 
whether a man buys his house ready built, or gets it 
built for him, in neither case will the mode of acquisi- 
tion increase the amount of money laid out on the 
house. 

Our capitalist, who is at home in his vulgar economy, 
exclaims : ‘‘ Oh ! but I advanced my money for the 


^ This is the fundamental proposition on which is based the 
doctrine of the Physiocrats as to the unproductiveness of all labour 
that is not agriculture : it is irrefutable for the orthodox economist. 
“ Cette fii9on d’imputer a unc seule chose la valour de plusieurs 
autres ” (par cxcmplc au lin la consommation du tisserand), 
“ d’appliquer, pour ainsi dire, couchc sur couchc, plusieurs valeurs 
sur unc seule, fait que cellc~ci grossit d’autant. . . . Le terme 
d'addition point tres bicn la maniere dont se forme le prix des 
ouvrages de main-d’oeuvre ; ce prix n’est qu’un total dc plusieurs 
valeurs consommecs ct additionn^es ensemble ; or, additionner 
n’est pas multiplier.” — (Mercier de la Riviere, 1 . c., p. 599.) 
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express purpose of making more money/’ Tke way 
to Hell is paved with good intentions, and he might 
just as easily have intended to make money, without 
producing at all/ He threatens all sorts of things. 
He won’t be caught napping again. In future he 
will buy the commodities in the market, instead of 
manufacturing them himself. But if all his brother 
capitalists were to do the same, where would he find 
his commodities in the market ? And his money he 
cannot eat. He tries persuasion. '' Consider my 
abstinence ; I might have played ducks and drakes 
with the 15 shillings ; but instead of that I consumed 
it productively, and made yarn with it/^ Very well, 
and by way of reward he is now in possession of good 
yam instead of a bad conscience ; and as for playing 
the part of a miser, it would never do for him to 
relapse into such bad ways as that ; we have seen 
before to what results such asceticism leads. Besides, 
where nothing is, the king has lost his rights ; what- 
ever may be the merit of his abstinence, there is nothing 
wherewith specially to remunerate it, because the 
value of die product is merely the sum of the values 
of the commodities that were thrown into the process 
of production. Let him therefore console himself 

^ Thus from 1844-47 withdrew part of his capital from pro- 
ductive employment, in order to throw it away in railway specu- 
lations ; and so also, during the American Civil War, he closed his 
factory, and turned his workpeople into the streets, in order to 
gamble on the Liverpool cotton exchange. 
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with the reflection that virtue is its own reward. 
But no, he becomes importunate. He says : The 
yarn is of no use to me : I produced it for sale.” 
In that case let liim sell it, or, still better, let hini for 
the future produce only things for satisfying his per- 
sonal wants, a remedy that his physician jM'Culloch 
has already prescribed as infallible against an epidemic 
of over-production. He now gets obstinate. '' Can 
the labourer,” he asks, ‘‘ merely with his arms and 
legs, produce commodities out of nothing ? Did I 
not supply him with the materials, by means of 
which, and in which alone, his labour could be 
embodied ? And as the greater part of society con- 
sists of such ne’er-do-weels, have I not rendered society 
incalculable service by my instruments of production, 
my cotton and my spindle, and not only society, but 
die labourer also, whom in addition I have provided 
with the necessaries of life ? And am I to be allowed 
nothing in return for all this service ? ” Well, but 
has not the labourer rendered him the equivalent 
service of changing his cotton and spindle into yam ? 
Moreover, there is here no question of service.^ A 

^ Extol thyself, put on fmcry aud adorn thyself . . . but who- 
ever takes more or better than he gives, that is usury, aud is not 
service, but wrong done to his neighbour, as when one steals and 
robs. All is not service and benefit to a neighbour that is called 
service and benefit. For an adulteress and adulterer do one another 
great service and pleasure. A hoi'seman does an incendiary a great 
service, by helping him to rob on the highway, and pillage land 
and houses. The papists do ours a great service, in that they don’t 
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service is nothing more than the useful effect of a use- 
value, be it of a commodity, or be it of labourd But 
here we are dealing with exchange-value. The 
capitalist paid to the labourer a value of 3 shillings, 
and the labourer gave him back an exact equivalent 
in the value of 3 shillings, added by him to the cotton : 
he gave him value for value. Our friend, up to this 
time so purse-proud, suddenly assumes the modest 
demeanour of his own workman, and exclaims : 
“ Have I myself not worked ? Have I not performed 
die labour of superintendence and of overlooking the 
spinner ? And does not this labour, too, create 
value ? ” His overlooker and his manager try to hide 
their smiles. Meanwhile, after a hearty laugh, he re- 
assumes his usual mien. Though he chanted to us 
the whole creed of the economists, in reality, he says, 
he would not give a brass farthing for it. He leaves 
this and all such like subterfuges and juggling tricks 
to the professors of political economy, who are paid 
for it. He himself is a practical man ; and though 

drown, burn, murder all of them, or let them all rot in prison ; 
but let some live, and only drive them out, or take from them what 
they have. The devil himself does his servants inestimable service. 
... To sum up, the world is full of great, excellent, and daily 
service and benefit.” — (Martin Luther, An die Pfarherrn, wider den 
Wticher zu predigen, Wittenberg, 1540.) 

^ In Zur Kritik der Pol, Oek,y p. 14, 1 make the following remark 
on this point — “ It is not difiScult to imderstand what ‘ service ’ the 
category ‘ service ’ most render to a class of economists likej. B. Say 
and F. Bastiat.” 
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he does not always consider what he says outside his 
business, yet in his business he knows what he is about. 

Let us examine the matter more closely. The value 
of a day's labour-power amounts to 3 shillings, because 
on our assumption half a day's labour is embodied 
in that quantity of labour-power, /.e., because the 
means of subsistence that are daily required for die 
production of labour-power, cost half a day’s labour. 
But the past labour that is embodied in the labour- 
power, and the living labour that it can call into 
action ; the daily cost of maintaining it, and its daily 
expenditure in work, are two totally different things. 
The former determines the exchange-value of the 
labour-power, the latter is its use-value. The fact 
that half a day’s labour is necessary to keep the labourer 
alive during 24 hours, does not in any way prevent 
him from working a whole day. Therefore, the value 
of labour-power, and the value which that labour- 
power creates in the labour process, arc two entirely 
different magnitudes ; and this difference of the two 
values was what the capitaUst had in view, when he 
was purchasing the labour-power. The useful 
qualities that labour-power possesses, and by virtue of 
which it makes yarn or boots, were to him nothing 
more than a conditio sine qua non ; for in order to 
create value, labour must be expended in a useful 
manner. What really influenced him was the specific 
use-value winch this commodity possesses of being 
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a source not only of value, hut of more value than it has 
itself This is the special service that the capitalist 
expects from labour-power, and in this transaction 
he acts in accordance with the eternal laws ’’ of the 
exchange of commodities. The seller of labour- 
power, like the seller of any other commodity, realizes 
its exchange-value, and parts with its use-value. He 
cannot take the one without giving the other. The 
use-value of labour-power, or in other words, labour, 
belongs just as Httle to its seller, as the use-value of 
oil after it has been sold belongs to the dealer who has 
sold it. The owner of the money has paid the value 
of a day’s labour-power ; his, therefore, is the use of 
it for a day ; a day’s labour belongs to him. The cir- 
cumstance, that on the one hand the daily sustenance 
of labour-power costs only half a day’s labour, while 
on the other hand the very same labour-power can 
work during a whole day, that consequendy the value 
which its use during one day creates, is double what 
he pays for that use, this circumstance is, without 
doubt, a piece of good luck for the buyer, but by no 
means an injury to the seller. 

Our capitalist foresaw this state of things, and that 
was the cause of his laughter. The labourer therefore 
finds, in the workshop, the means of production 
necessary for working, not only during six, but 
during twelve hours. Just as during the six hours’ 
process our lo lbs. of cotton absorbed six hours’ labour, 
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and became lo lbs. of yam, so now, 20 lbs. of cotton 
will absorb 12 hours’ labour and be changed into 
20 lbs. of yam. Let us now examine the product 
of this prolonged process. There is now materialized 
in this 20 lbs. of yarn the labour of five days, of which 
four days arc due to the cotton and the lost steel of 
die spindle, the remaining day having been absorbed 
by die cotton during the spinning process. Expressed 
in gold, the labour ot f vc days is thirty shillings. This 
is therefore the price of the 20 lbs. of yam, giving, as 
before, cightccnpencc as the price of a pound. But 
the sum of the values of the commodities that entered 
into the process amounts to 27 shillings, Tlie value 
of die yarn is 30 shillings. Therefore the value of the 
product is greater than the value advanced for its 
production ; 27 shillings have been transformed into 
30 shillings ; a surplus-value of 3 shillings has been 
created. The trick has at last succeeded ; money has 
been converted into capital. 

Every condition of the problem is satisfied, while 
die laws that regulate the exchange of commodities, 
have been in no way violated. Equivalent has been 
exchanged for equivalent. For the capitaHst as buyer 
paid for each commodity, for the cotton, the spindle 
and the labour-power, its full value. He then did 
what is done by every purchaser of commodities ; 
he consumed their usc-v;iue. The consumption of 
the labour-power, which v^^as also the process of pro- 
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ducing commodities, resulted in 20 lbs. of yam, 
having a value of 30 shillings. The capitahst, formerly 
a buyer, now returns to market as a seller, of com- 
modities. He sells his yam at eighteenpence a pound, 
which is its exact value. Yet for all that he withdraws 
3 sliillings more from circulation than he originally 
threw into it. This metamorphosis, this conversion 
of money into capital, takes place both within the 
sphere of circulation and also outside it ; within the 
circulation, because conditioned by the purchase of 
the labour-power in the market ; outside the circula- 
tion, because what is done within it is only a stepping- 
stone to the production of surplus-value, a process 
which is entirely confined to the sphere of produc- 
tion. Thus '' tout est pour le mieux dans le meilleur 
des mondes possibles.” 

By turning liis money into commodities that serve 
as the material ' elements of a new product, and as 
factors in the labour-process, by incorporating living 
labour with their dead substance, the capitalist at the 
same time converts value, f.e., past, materialized, and 
dead labour into capital, into value big with value, a 
hve monster that is fruitful and multiplies. 

If we now compare tlie two processes of producing 
value and of creating surplus-value, we see tliat the 
latter is nothing but the continuation of the former 
beyond a definite point. If on the one hand the process 
be not carried beyond the point, where the value paid 
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by the capitalist for the labour-power is replaced by 
an exact equivalent, it is simply a process of producing 
value ; if, on the other hand, it be continued beyond 
that point, it becomes a process of creating surplus- 
value. 

If we proceed further, and compare the process of 
producing value with the labour-process, pure and 
simple, we find that the latter consists of the useful 
labour, the work, that produces use-values. Here we 
contemplate the labour as producing a particular 
article ; we view it under its quahtative aspect alone, 
with regard to its end and aim. But viewed as a value- 
creating process, the same labour-process presents 
itself under its quantitative aspect alone. Here it is 
a question merely of the time occupied by the labourer 
in doing the work ; of the period during wliich the 
labour-power is usefully expended. Here, the com- 
modities that take part in the process, do not count 
any longer as necessary adjuncts of labour-power in the 
production of a definite, useful object. They count 
merely as depositaries of so much absorbed or material- 
ized labour ; that labour, whether previously em- 
bodied in the means of production, or incorporated 
in them for the first time duri'ng the process by the 
action of labour-power, counts in cither case only 
according to its duration ; it amounts to so many 
hours or days as the case may be. 

Moreover, only so much of the time spent in the 
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production of any article is counted, as, under the 
given social conditions, is necessary. The conse- 
quences of this are various. In the first place, it be- 
comes necessary that the labour should be carried on 
under normal conditions. If a self-acting mule is the 
implement in general use for spinning, it would be 
absurd to supply the spinner with a distaff and spinning 
wheel. The cotton too must not be such rubbish as 
to cause extra waste in being worked, but must be 
of suitable quality. Othervdse the spinner would be 
found to spend more time in producing a pound of 
yam than is socially necessary, in which case the excess 
of time would create neither value nor money. But 
whether the material factors of the process are of 
normal quality or not, depends not upon the labourer, 
but entirely upon the capitalist. Then again, the 
labour-power itself must be of average efficacy. In the 
trade in which it is being employed, it must possess 
the average skill, handiness and quickness prevalent 
in that trade, and our capitalist took good care to buy 
labour-power of such normal goodness. This power 
must be applied with die average amount of exertion 
and with the usual degree of intensity ; and the 
capitalist is as careful to see that tliis is done, as that 
his workmen are not idle for a single moment. He 
has bought the use of the labour-power for a definite 
period, and he insists upon his rights. He has no 
intention of being robbed. Lastly, and for this purpose 
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our friend lias a penal code of his own, all wasteful 
consumption of raw material or instruments of labour 
is strictly forbidden, because what is so wasted, repre- 
sents labour superfluously expended, labour that does 
not count in the j>roduct or enter into its valued 

1 This is one of the circitm stances that makes production by 
slave labour such a costly process. The labourer licrc is, to use a 
striking expression of the ancients, distinguishable only as instru- 
mentum vocale, from an animal as instrumcntuni semi-vocalc, and 
from an implement ns instrumentum miuimi. But he himself 
takes care to let both beast and implement feel that he is none of 
them, but is a man. He convinces himself with immense satisfaction, 
that he is a different being, by treating the one unmercifully and 
damaging the other con amorc. Hence the principle, universally 
applied in tliis method of p^roduction, only to emp^loy the rudest 
and heaviest implements and such as arc difficult to damage owing 
to their sheer clumsiness. In the slave-states bordering on the Gulf 
of Mexico, downi to the date of the civil war, ploughs constructed 
on old Chinese models, which turned up the soil like a hog or a 
mole, instead of making furrows, were alone to be found. — Conf. 
J. C. Cairns, The Skwc Powers London, 1862, pp. 46-49. In his 
Scii Board Slm'c States, Olmsted tells us : “ I am here shown tools 
that no man in his senses, with us, w’oiild allow a labourer, for whom 
he was paying wages, to be encumbered with ; and the excessive 
weight and clumsiness of which, I would judge, would make work 
at least ten per cent, greater than with those ordinarily used with us. 
And I am assured that, in the careless and clumsy way they must be 
used by the slaves, anything lighter or less rude could not be fur- 
nished them with good economy, and that such tools as we con- 
stantly give our labourers and find our profit in giving them, would 
not last out a day in a Virginia conificld — much lighter and more 
free from stones though it be than ours. So, too, when I ask why 
mules are so universally substituted for horses on the farm, the first 
reason given, and confessedly the most conclusive one, is that 
horses cannot bear the treatment that they always must get from 
negroes ; horses are always soon foundered or crippled by them, 
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We now see, that the difference between labour, 
considered on the one hand as producing utilities, and 
on die other hand, as creating value, a difference which 
we discovered by our analysis of a commodity, re- 
solves itself into a distinction between two aspects 
of the process of production. 

The process of production, considered on the one 
hand as the unity of the labour-process and the process 
of creating value, is production of commodities ; 
considered on the other hand as the unity of the labour- 
process and the process of producing surplus-value, 
it is the capitalist process of production, or capitalist 
production of commodities. 

We stated, on a previous page, that in the creation 
of surplus-value it does not in the least matter, whether 
the labour appropriated by the capitalist be simple un- 
skilled labour of average quality or more complicated 
skilled labour. All labour of a higher or more com- 
plicated character than average labour is expenditure 
of labour-power of a more costly kind, labour-power 
whose production has cost more time and labour, and 
which therefore has a higher value, than unskilled or 


while mules will bear cudgelling, or lose a meal or two now and 
then, and not be materially injured, and they do not take cold or 
gee sick, if neglected or overworked. But I do not need to go 
further than to the window of the room in which I am writing, to 
see at almost any time, treatment of cattle that would ensure the 
immediate discharge of the driver by almost any farmer owning 
them in the North.” 
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simple labour-power. Tliis power being of higher 
value, its consumption is labour ot a higher class, labour 
that creates in equal times proportionally higher values 
tlian unskilled labour docs. Whatever diftcrcnce in 
skill there may be between the labour of a spinner 
and that of a jeweller, the portion of his labour by 
which the jeweller merely replaces die value of his 
own labour-power, does not in any way differ in 
quality from the additional portion by which he 
creates surplus-value. In die making of jewellery, 
just as in spinning, die surplus-value results only j&om 
a quantitative excess of labour, from a lengthening- 
out of one and the same labour-process, in the one 
ease, of die process of making jewels, in die other 
of the process of making yani.^ 

^ The distinction between skilled and unskilled labour rests in 
part on pure illusion, or, to say the least, on distinctions that have 
long since ceased to be real, and that survive only by virtue of a 
traditional convention ; in part on the helpless condition of some 
groups of the working-class, a condition that prevents them from 
exacting equally with the rest the value of their labour-power. 
Accidental circumstances here play so great a part, that these two 
forms of labour sometimes change places. Where, for instance, 
the physique of the \vorking-class lias deteriorated, and is, relatively 
speaking, exhausted, which is the ease in all countries with a well 
developed capitalist production, the lower forms of labour, which 
demand great expenditure of muscle, arc in general considered as 
skilled, compared with much more delicate forms of labour ; the 
latter sink down to the level of unskilled labour. Take as an ex- 
ample the labour of a bricklayer, wliich in England occupies a much 
higher level than that of a damask-weaver. Again, although the 
labour of a fustian cutter demands great bodily exertion, and is at 
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But on the other hand, in every process of creating 
value, the reduction of skilled labour to average social 
labour, e.a., one day of skilled to six days of unskilled 
labour, is unavoidable.^ We therefore save ourselves 
a superfluous operation, and simplify our analysis, by 
the assumption, that the labour of the workman em- 
ployed by the capitahst is unskilled average labour. 

the same time unhealthy, yet it counts only as unskilled labour. 
And then, we must not forget, that the so-called skilled labour 
does not occupy a large space in the field of national labour. Laing 
estimates that in England (and Wales) the livelihood of 11,300,000 
people depends on unskilled labour. If jSrom the total population 
of 18,000,000 living at the time when he wrote, we deduct 1,000,000 
for the “ genteel population,” and 1,500,000 for paupers, vagrants, 
criminals, prostitutes, &c., and 4,650,000 who compose the middle- 
class, there remain the above mentioned 11,000,000. But in his 
middle-class he includes people that live on the interest of small 
investmentSr officials, men of letters, artists, schoolmasters and the 
like, and in order to swell the number he also includes in these 
4,650,000 the better paid portion of the factory operatives ! The 
bricklayers, too, figure amongst them. — (S. Laing, National Dis- 
tress, &c., London, 1844.) “ The great class who have nothing 
to give for food but ordinary labour, are the great bulk of the 
people.” — (James Mill, in art., “ Colony,” Supplement to the Encydop. 
Brit, 1831.) 

^ ‘‘ 'V^^ere reference is made to labour as a measure of value, it 
necessarily implies labour of one particular kind . . . the propor- 
tion which the other kinds bear to it being easily ascertained.” 
— {Outlines of Pol Econ., Lond., 1832, pp. 22 and 23.) 
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SECTION I. — THE LIMITS OE THE WORKING DAY 


The reader will see dearly from the above analysis that what 
matters to the capitalist above all else is to prolong the working 
day. If the working day is so short that in it the worker can 
produce no more than his keep, then the capitalist will get 
nothing at all and die whole system will become unworkable. 
But if on the other hand the working day can be prolonged to 
the very maximum of human endurance, then the capitalist will 
get great profits, for he will not have to pay out to the worker 
any more, and all the new value produced in the increased time 
of w^orking will go to him. 

In die tenth chapter of Capital Marx describes the struggle 
berween the workers and the employers — first in pre-capitalist 
conditions, and then, in much more detail, in the conditions in 
the middle of the last century — over the question of wliat should 
be the length of the working-day. It is clear that, given Marx’s 
assumption of a constant rate of wages at niiout the figur’e that 
will serve to keep the worker and his family going, the main 
battle between capital and labour will be fouglit over this quesdon 
of die length of the working day. Modem twentieth-century 
conditions in Britain differ to some extent from the conditions 
described by Marx in this chapter. For, after a century of 
struggle, the workers have won the right to organize in Trade 
Unions. These organizations have enabled some workers to 
obtain wages perceptibly above what will suffice to keep them 
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and their families. Hence the struggle between capital and 
labour is to-day not only, and in many cases not even principally, 
over the length of the working day. The struggle is fought out 
rather in terms of the rate of wages. How much, if anything, 
above the necessary minimum are the workers to get out of the 
capitalists, by means of the pressure of their organizations ? 
Thus the form of the struggle between capital and labour has been 
perceptibly modified, but its essential nature remains unchanged. 

It is important to include this tenth chapter in any abridgment 
of Capital, for it gives an excellent example of the extraordinarily 
concrete and practical character of the work. Highly abstract 
and theoretical passages are everywhere interspersed with chapters 
crammed with facts and figures, illustrating and demonstrating 
the theoretical arguments, taken from contemporary British 
industrial life. 

The following chapter begins with a short section emphasizing 
die quintessential importance of the working day for the capital- 
ists (I have ventured to leave out one or two paragraphs in this 
section, which did not seem to me essential). The next section 
begins by showing that every class which has had a monopoly 
of the means of production has had a greed for surplus labour, 
for appropriating, that is to say, all the worldng time of the 
non-owners of the means of production over and above what 
they have to keep for themselves in order to live. But, says 
Marx, this greed for surplus labour only comes to full fruition 
under capitalism, where endless wealth can be piled up in the 
hands of the owners of the means of production. The rest of the 
chapter describes the long fight which raged all through the 
nineteenth century over the British Workers’ attempt to limit 
by law the length of the working day. — ^E. J. S. 

We started with the supposition that labour-power is 
bought and sold at its value. Its value, like that of all 
other commodities, is determined by the working 
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time necessary to its production. If the production 
of the average daily means of subsistence of the 
labourer takes up 6 hours, he must work, on the 
average, 6 hours every day, to provide his daily labour- 
power, or to reproduce the value received as the result 
of its sale. The necessary part of liis working day 
amounts to 6 hours, and is, therefore, avteris paribus, 
a given quantity. But with this, the extent of the 
working day itself is not yet given. 

The capitalist then takes his stand on the law of the 
exchange of commodities. He, like all otlier buyers, 
seeks to get the greatest possible benefit out of the 
use-value of his commodity. Suddenly the voice of 
the labourer, which had been stifled in the storm and 
stress of die process of production, rises. ^ 

The commodity that I have sold to you differs from 
the crowd of other commodities, in that its use creates 
value, and a value greater than its owm. That is why 
you bought it. That which on your side appears a 
spontaneous expansion of capital, is on mine extra 
expenditure of labour-power. You and I know on 
the market only one law, diat of the exchange of 
commodities. And the consumption of the com- 
modity belongs not to the seller who parts with it, but 
to the buyer, who acquires it. To you, therefore, 

^ “ Si Ic nianouvricr libre prciid un instant dc repos, I’ccononiie 
sordidc qui Ic suit dcs yeux avee inquietude pretend qu’il la vole.” 
— N. Linguet, Thcoric des loix civiks, &c., London, 1707, t. IL, p. 466. 
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belongs the use of my daily labour-power. But by 
means of the price that you pay for it each day, I 
must be able to reproduce it daily, and to sell it again. 
Apart from natural exhaustion through age, &c., I 
must be able on die morrow to work with the same 
normal amount of force, health and freshness as to-day. 
You preach to me constandy the gospel of ‘‘ saving ’’ 
and “ abstinence.” Good ! I will, like a sensible 
saving owner, husband my sole wealth, labour- 
power, and abstain from all foolish waste of it. I wiU 
each day spend, set in motion, put into action only as 
much of it as is compatible widi its normal duration, 
and healthy development. By an unlimited extension 
of the working day, you may in one day use up a 
quantity of labour-power greater than I can restore 
in three. What you gain in labour I lose in substance. 
The use of my labour-power and the spoliation of it 
are quite different things. If the average time that 
(doing a reasonable amount of work) an average 
labourer can hve, is 30 years, the value of my labour- 

power, which you pay me from day to day is ^ 

or — of its total value. But if you consume it 
10950 j ^ j 

in 10 years, you pay me daily —^instead 

of its total value, i.c., only ^ of its daily value, and you 
rob me, therefore, every day of f of the value of my 
commodity. You pay me for one day’s labour-power, 
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whilst you use that of 3 days. That is against our 
contract and the law of exchanges. I demand, there- 
fore, a working day of normal length, and I demand 
it witliout any appeal to your heart, for in money 
matters sentiment is out of place. You may be a 
model citizen, perhaps a member of the Society for 
the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, and in the 
odour of sanctity to boot ; but the thing that you 
represent face to face witli me has no heart in its 
breast. That which seems to throb there is my ow 
heart-beating. I demand the normal working day 
because I, like every other seller, demand the value 
of my commodity.^ 

We sec then, that, apart from extremely elastic 
bounds, the nature of the exchange of commodities 
itself imposes no limit to the working day, no limit 
to surplus-labour. The capitalist maintains his rights 
as a purchaser when he tries to make the working 
day as long as possible, and to make, whenever pos- 
sible, two working days cnit of one. On the other 
hand, the peculiar nature of the commodity sold 
implies a limit to its consumption by the purchaser, 

^ During the great strike of the London builders, tS6o-6i, for 
the reduction ot the working day to 9 hours, their Committee 
published 11 manifesto that contained, to some extent, the plea of 
our worker. The manifesto alludes, not without irony, to the fact, 
that the greatest profit-monger amongst the building masters, a 
certain Sir M. Peto, was in the odour of sanctity, (This same Peto, 
after 1867, came to an cud a la Strousberg.) 
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and the labourer maintains liis right as seller when he 
wishes to reduce the working day to one of definite 
normal duration. There is here, therefore, an anti- 
nomy, right against right, both equally bearing the seal 
of the law of exchanges. Between equal rights force 
decides. Hence is it that in the history of capitalist 
production, the determination of what is a working 
day, presents itself as the result of a struggle, a struggle 
between collective capital, z.e., the class of capitalists, 
and collective labour, i.e., the working class. 

SECTION 2. — THE GREED FOR SURPLUS-LABOUR. 

MANUFACTURER AND BOYARD 

Capital has not invented surplus-labour. Wherever 
a part of society possesses the monopoly of the means 
of production, the labourer, free or not free, must add 
to the working time necessary for his own maiti^ 
tenance an extra working time in order to produce 
the means of subsistence for the owners of the means 
of production,^ whether this proprietor be the Athe- 
nian KaXog KayaOos, Etruscan theoctat, civis Romanus, 
Norman baron, American slave owner, Wallachian 
Boyard, modem landlord or capitalist.^ It is, however, 

^ “ Those who labour ... in reality feed both the petisiGtieirS 
.... [called the rich] and themselVes.’**-«(Edmtmd Burke, L c., 

p. 2.) 

2 Niebuhr, in his Rontm History, says very Mively ; *Tt ia evident 
that works like the Etruscan, which in their ruins astound uS, pte- 
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clear that in any given economic fortnation of society, 
where not the exchange-value but the use-value of die 
product predominates, surplus-labour will be hmited 
by a given set of wants wliich may be greater or less, 
and that here no boundless tliirst for surplus-labour 
arises from the nature of the production itself Hence 
in antiquity overwork becomes horrible only when 
the object is to obtain exchange-value in its specific 
independent money-form ; in the production of gold 
and silver. Compulsory working to death is here the 
recognized form of overwork. Only read Diodorus 
Siculus.^ Still these arc exceptions in antiquity. But 
as soon as people, whose production still moves within 
the lower forms of slave-labour, corvee-labour, &c., 
are drawn into the whirlpool of an international 
market dominated by the capitalistic mode of pro- 
duction, the sale of their products for export becoming 
their principal interest, the civilized horrors of over- 
work arc grafted on the barbaric horrors of slavery, 
serfdom, &c. Hence the negro labour in the Southern 

suppose in little (!) states lords and vassals/' Sismondi says far more 
to the purpose that “ Brussels lace prc-supposcs wage-lords and 
wage-slaves. 

“ One cannot see these unfortunates (in the gold mines between 
Egypt, Ethiopia, and Arabia) who caimot even have their bodies 
clean, or their nakedness clothed, without pitying their miserable 
lot. There is no indulgence, no forbearance for the sick, the feeble, 
the aged, for woman's weakness. All must, forced by blows, work 
on until death puts an end to their sufl^2'i:ings and their distress.’ — 
(Diod. Sic., Bibl Hist., lib. 3, c. 13.) 
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States of the American Union preserved something 
of a patriarchal character, so long as production was 
chiefly directed to immediate local consumption. 
But in proportion, as the export of cotton became of 
vital interest to these states, the over-working of the 
negro and sometimes the using up of his hfe in 7 years 
of labour became a factor in a calculated and calculat- 
ing system. It was no longer a question of obtaining 
from him a certain quantity of useful products. It was 
now a question of production of surplus-labour itself. 
So was it also with the corvfe, in the Danubian 
PrincipaHdes (now Roumania), 

The comparison of the greed for surplus-labour in 
the Danubian Principalities with the same greed in 
Enghsh factories has a special interest, because surplus- 
labour in the corvee has an independent and palpable 
form. 

Suppose the working day consists of 6 hours of 
necessary labour, and 6 hours of surplus-labour. Then 
the free labourer gives the capitalist every week 
6 X 6 or 36 hours of surplus-labour. It is the same 
as if he worked 3 days in the week for himself, and 
3 days in the week gratis for the capitahst. But this 
is not evident on the surface. Surplus-labour and 
necessary labour glide one into the other. I can, 
therefore, express the same relationship by saying, 
e,g,, that die labourer in every minute works 30 
seconds for himself, and 30 for the capitalist, etc. It 
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is otherwise with the corvcc. The necessary labour 
which the Wallachian peasant does for his own main- 
tenance is distinctly marked off from liis surplus- 
labour on behalf of the Boyard. The one he does 
on liis own field, the other on the scignorial estate. 
Both parts of the labour-time exist, therefore, inde- 
pendently, side by side one with the otlier. In the 
corvdc the surplus-labour is accurately marked off 
from the necessary labour. This, however, can make 
no difference with regard to the quantitative relation 
of surplus-labour to necessary labour. Three days^ 
surplus-labour in the week remain three days that yield 
no equivalent to the labourer Ihmself, whether it be 
called corvee or wage-labour* But in the capitalist the 
greed for surplus-labour appears in the straining after an 
unlimited extension of the working day, in the Boyard 
more simply in a direct hunting after days of corvee.^ 

In the Danubian Principalities the corvee was mixed 
up with rents in kind and other appurtenances of bond- 
age, but it formed the most important tribute paid 
to the ruling class. Where this was the case, the corvee 
rarely arose from serfdoan ; serfdom much more 
frequently on the otlier hand took origin from the 
corvee.- This is what took place in the Roumanian 

^ That which follows refers to the situation in the Roiunanian 
provinces before the change effected since the Crimean war. 

^ This holds likewise for Germany, and especially for Prussia 
cast of the Elbe. In the 15th century the German peasant was nearly 
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provinces. Their original mode of production was 
based on community of the soil, but not in the Slavonic 
or Indian form. Part of the land was cultivated in 
severalty as freehold by the members of the com- 
munity, another part — ager puhlicus — was cultivated 
by them in common. The products of this common 
labour served partly as a reserve fund against bad 
harvests and other accidents, partly as a public store 
for providing the costs of war, religion, and other 
common expenses. In course of time military and 
clerical dignitaries usurped, along with the common 
land, the labour spent upon it. The labour of the free 
peasants on their common land was transformed into 
corvee for the thieves of the common land. This 
corvee soon developed into a servile relationship 
existing in point of fact, not in point of law, until 
Russia, the liberator of the World, made it legal under 
pretence of abohshing serfdom. The code of the 
corvee, which the Russian General Kisseleff proclaimed 

everyvvhcre a man, who, whilst subject to certain rents paid in 
produce and labour, was otherwise at least practically free. The 
German colonists in Brandenburg, Pomerania, Silesia, and Eastern. 
Prussia, were even legally acknowledged as free men. The victory 
of the nobility in the peasants’ war put an end to that. Not only 
were the conquered South German peasants again enslaved. From 
the middle of the i6th century the peasants of Eastern Prussia, 
Brandenburg, Pomerania, and Silesia, and soon after the firee 
peasants of Schleswig-Holstein were degraded to the condition of 
serfs. — (Maurer, FronhofCi iv. vol. ; Meitzen, Der Boden despreus- 
sischeti Staats ; Hansen, Leibeiqmschaji in Schteswig-HoUtein . — 
Ed.) 
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In 1831, was of course dictated by the Boyards them- 
selves. Thus Russia conquered with one blow the 
magnates of the Danubian provinces, and the applause 
of liberal cretins throughout Europe. 

According to the ‘‘ Rcglcmcnt organique/' as this 
code of the corvee is called, every Wallachian peasant 
owes to the so-called landlord, besides a mass of de- 
tailed payments in kind : (i), 12 days of general 
labour ; (2), one day of field labour ; (3), one day 
of wood carrying. In all, 14 days in the year. With 
deep insight into political economy, however, the 
working day is not taken in its ordinary sense, but as 
the working day necessary to the production of an 
average daily product ; and that average daily pro- 
duct is determined in so crafty a way that no Cyclops 
would be done with it in 24 hours. In dry words, the 
Reglement itself declares with true Russian irony that 
by 12 working days one must understand the product 
of the manual labour of 36 days, by i day of field 
labour 3 days, and by i day of wood carrying in like 
manner three times as much. In all, 42 corvee days. 
To this liad to be added the so-called jobngie, service 
due to the lord for extraordinary occasions. In pro- 
portion to the size of its population, every village has 
to furnish annually a definite contingent to the jobagie. 
This additional corvee is estimated at 14 days for each 
Wallachian peasant. Thus the prescribed corvee 
amounts to 56 working days yearly. But the agri- 
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cultural year in Wallachia numbers in consequence 
of the severe climate only 210 days, of which 40 for 
Sundays and holidays, 30 on an average for bad 
weather, together 70 days, do not count. 140 working 
days remain. The ratio of the corvee to the necessary 
labour or 66r^% gives a much smaller rate of surplus 
value than that which regulates the labour of the 
English agricultural or factory labourer. This is, 
however, only the legally prescribed corvee. And in 
a spirit yet more liberd ” than the English Factory 
Acts, the ‘‘ Reglement organique ” has known how 
to facilitate its own evasion. After it has made 56 
days out of 12, the nominal day’s work of each of the 
56 corvee days is again so arranged that a portion of it 
must fall on the ensuing day. In one day, e.g., must be 
weeded an extent of land, which, for this work, 
especially in maize plantations, needs twice as much 
time. The legal day’s work for some kinds of agri- 
cultural labour is interpretable in such a way that the 
day begins in May and ends in October. In Molda- 
via conditions are still harder. The 12 corvee days of 
the ‘ Reglement organique,’ ” cried a Boyard drunk 
with victory, amount to 365 days in the year.” ^ 

If the Reglement organique of the Danubian prov- 
inces was a positive expression of the greed for surplus- 
labour winch every paragraph legalized, the English 

^ Further details are to be found in E. Regnault’s Histoire politique 
et sociale des Principaute's Danubiennes, Paris, 1855. 



Karl Marx 


Factory Acts arc the negative expression of the same 
greed. These acts curb the passion of capital for a 
limitless draining of labour-power, by forcibly limit- 
ing the working day by state regulations, made by a 
state that is ruled by capitalist and landlord. Apart 
from the working-class movement that daily grew 
more threatening, the limiting of factory labour was 
dictated by the same necessity which spread guano 
over the English fields. The same blind eagerness for 
plunder that in the one case exhausted the soil, had, 
in the other, torn up by the roots the living force of 
the nation. Periodical epidemics speak on this point 
as clearly as the diminishing military standard in 
Germany and France.^ 

^ “ In general and within certain limits, exceeding the medium 
size of their kind, is evidence of the prosperity of orgamc beings. 
As to inan, his bodily height lessens if his due growth is interfered 
with, cither by physical or social conditions. In all European 
countries in which the conscription holds, since its introduction, the 
medium height of adult man, and generally their fitness for military 
service, has diminished. Before tlic revolution (1789), the minimum 
for the infantry in France was 165 centimetres ; in 1818 (law of 
March loth), I57 ; by the law of 1852, 156 c.m. ; on the average 
in France more than half are rejected on account of deficient heigm 
or bodily weakness. The military standard in Saxony was in 1780, 
178 c.m. It is now 155. In Prussia it is 157. According to the 
statement of Dr. Meyer in the Bavarian Gazette^ May 9th, 3:862, the 
result of an average of 9 years is, that in Prussia out of 1000 con- 
scripts 716 were unfit for military service, 317 because of dcfidency 
in height, and 399 because of bodily defects. . . . Berlin in 1858 
could not provide its contingent of recruits ; it was 156 men short.’* 
— J. von Liebig, Die Chemie in Hirer Ammidung anf Agrikultur und 
Bhysiohgky 1863, 7th Ed., vol, i., pp, 117, 118. 
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The Factory Act of 1850 now in force (1867) 
allows for the average working-day 10 hours, /.e., 
for the first 5 days 12 hours from 6 a.m. to 6 p.m., 
including an hour for breakfast, and an hour for 
dinner, and thus leaving io|- working hours, and 8 
hours for Saturday, from 6 a.m. to 2 p.m., of which 
I* an hour is subtracted for breakfast. 60 working 
hours are left, 10 for each of the first 5 days, for 
the last.^ Certain guardians of these laws are ap- 
pointed, Factory Inspectors, directly under the Home 
Secretary, whose reports are pubHshed half-yearly, by 
order of Parliament. They give regular and official 
statistics of the capitaHstic greed for surplus-labour. 

Let us listen, for a moment, to the Factory In- 
spectors.2 The fraudulent millowner begins work 

1 The history of the Factory Act of 1850 will be found in the 
course of this chapter. 

2 I only touch here and there on the period from the beginning 
of modem industry in England to 1845. For this period I refer the 
reader to Die Lage der arbeitenden Klasse in England, von Friedrich 
Engels, Leipzig, 1845. How completely Engels understood the 
nature of the capitalist mode of production is shown by the Factory 
Reports, Reports on Mines, &c., that have appeared since 1845, 
and how wonderfully he painted the circumstances in detail is 
seen on the most superficial comparison of his work with the 
official reports of the Children’s Employment Commission, 
published 18 to 20 years later (1863-1867). These deal especially 
with the branches of industry in which the Factory Acts md not, 
up to 1862, been introduced, in fact are not yet introduced. Here, 
then, little or no alteration had been enforced, by authority, in the 
conditions painted by Engels. I borrow^ my examples chiefiy firom 
the free trade period after 1848, that age of paradise, of which the 
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a quarter of an hour (sometimes more, sometimes less) 
before 6 a.m., and leaves off a quarter of an hour 
(sometimes more, sometimes less) after 6 p.m. He 
takes 5 minutes from the beginning and from the 
end of the half hour nominally allowed for breakfast, 
and 10 minutes at the beginning and end of the h(3ur 
nominally allowed for dinner. He works for a 
quarter of an hour (sometimes more, sometimes less) 
after 2 p.m. on Saturday. Thus his gain is — 


Before 6 a.m. . 
After 6 p.m. . 

At breakfast time 
At dinner time . 


15 minutes. 

15 


Five days — 300 minutes. 

On Saturday before 6 a.m. . . 15 minutes. 

At breakfast time . . . . 10 ,, 

After 2 p.m 15 ,, 


40 minutes. 

Total weekly 340 minutes. 

commercial travellers for the great firm of free trade, blatant as 
ignorant, tell such fabulous tales. For the rest England figures here 
in the foreground because she is the classic representative of capitalist 
production, and she alone has a continuous set of official statistics of 
the things we are considering. 
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Or 5 hours and 40 minutes weekly, which multiplied 
by 50 working weeks in the year (allowing two for 
holidays and occasional stoppages) is equal to 27 
working days.” ^ 

Five minutes a day’s increased work, multiplied 
by weeks, are equal to two and a half days of produce 
in the year.” ^ 

“ An additional hour a day gained by small instal- 
ments before 6 a.m., after 6 p.m., and at the beginning 
and end of the times nominally fixed for meals, is 
nearly equivalent to working 13 months in the year.” ® 

Crises during which production is interrupted and 
the factories work ‘‘ short time,” /.e., for only a part 
of the week, naturally do not affect the tendency 
to extend the working day. The less business there is, 
the more profit has to be made on the business done. 
The less time spent in work, the more of that time has 
to be turned into surplus labour-time. 

Thus the Factory Inspector’s report on the period 
of the crisis ftom 1857 to 1858 : 

'' It may seem inconsistent that there should be 
any overworking at a time when trade is so bad ; 
but that very badness leads to the transgression by 

^ Suggestions, &c,, by Mr. L. Homer, Inspector of Factories, in : 
Factory Regulations Act. Ordered by die House of Commons to 
be printed, 9th August, 1859, pp. 4, 5. 

2 Reports of the Inspector oj Factories for the half year, October, 

1S56, p. 35. 

® Reports, &c., 30th April, 18$$, p. 9, 

261 



Kwi Marx 

iiiiscrupulous men, they get the extra profit of it. . . , 
111 the last half year, says Leonard Horner, 122 mills 
in niy district iiavc been given up ; 143 were found 
standing,” yet, overwork is continued beyond the 
legal hours. ^ 

“ For a great part of the time,” says Mr. Howell, 
“ owing to the depression oi trade, many factories 
were altogether closed, and a still greater number were 
working short time. I continue, however, to receive 
about the usual number of complaints that half, or 
three-quarters of an hour in the day, are snatched from 
the workers by encroaching upon the times professedly 
allowed for rest and refreshment.” ^ The same 
phenomenon was reproduced on a smaller scale 
during the frightful cottoiir-crisis from 1861 to 1865.^ 
'Ht is sometimes advanced by w^ay of excuse, when 
persons arc found at work in a factory, cither ^t a 
meal hour, or at some illegal time, that they will 
not leave the mill at die appointed hour, and that 
compulsion is necessary to force them to cease work 
[cleaning their machinery, ^c,], especially on Saturday 
afternoons. But, if the hands remain in a factory after 
the machinery ha$ ceased to revolve . • . they would 
not have been so employed if sufficient time had been 

^ Ri^pprts^ g-r., 1 . c., p. 43. - Reports, &c., I, c., p. 35. 

^ Reports, &c,, for the half year endin^(^ 3,0th April, iSfy, see 
Appendix No. 2 ; Reports, &:c„ 31st October, 1862, pp. 7, 52, 53. 
Tne violations of the Acts became more numerous during the last 
half year 1863. Cf Reports, &c., ending 31st October, ^863, p. 7. 
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set apart specially for cleaning, &c., either before' 
6 a.m. [sic !] or before 2 p.m. on Saturday after- 
noons.” ^ 

The profit to be gained by it (overworking in 
violation of the Act) appears to be, to many, a greater 
temptation than they can resist ; they calculate upon 
the chance of not being found out ; and when they 
see the small amount of penalty and costs, which those 
who have been convicted have had to pay, they find 
that if they should be detected there will still be a 

^ Reports, &C., October 31st, i860, p. 23. With what fanatidsrh, 
according to the evidence of manufacturers given in courts of law, 
their hands set themselves against every interruption in facto^ 
labour, the following curious circumstance shows. In the begin- 
ning of June, 1836, information reached the magistrates of Dewshiiry 
(Yorkshire) that the owners of 8 large mills in the neighbourhood 
of Batley had violated the Factory Acts. Some of these gentlemen 
were accused of having kept at work 5 boys between 12 and 15 years 
of age, from 6 a.m. on Friday to 4 p.m. on the following Saturday, 
not aUowing them any respite except for meals and one hour for 
sleep at midnight. And these children had to do this ceaseless 
labour of 30 hours in the “ shoddy-hole,*’ as the hole is called, in 
which the woollen rags are pulled in pieces, and where a dense 
atmosphere of dust, shreds, &c., forces even the adult workman to 
cover his moiith continually with handkerchiefs for the protection 
of his lungs ! The accused gentlemen affirm in lieu of taking ?n 
oath — as quakers they were too scrupulously religious to take an 
oath — that they had, in their great compassion tor the liilhappy 
children, allowed them four hours for sleep, but the obstinate 
children absolutely would not go to bed.. The quaker gentlemen 
were mulcted in Dryden anticipated these gentry : 

“ Fox full fraught in seeming sanctity. 

That feared an oath, but like the devil would lie, 

That look’d like Lent, and had the holy leer. 

And durst not sin ! before he said his prayer 1 ” 

263 



Karl Marx 


considerable balance of gain. . • ^ In cases where the 
additional time is gained by a multiplication of small 
thefts in the course of the day, there are insuperable 
difficulties to the inspectors making out a case.’’ ^ 

These ‘‘ small thefts ” of capital from the labourer’s 
meal and recreation time, the factory inspectors also 
designate as “ petty pilfering of minutes,” ^ “ snatching 
a few minutes,” ^ or, as the labourers technically 
called them, nibbling and cribbling at meal times.” « 

It is evident that in tins atmosphere the formation 
of surplus-value by surplus-labour, is no secret. ‘‘ If 
you allow me,” said a liighly respectable master to 
me, to work only ten minutes in the day overtime, 
you put one thousand a year in my pocket.” ^ “ Mo- 
ments are the elements of profit.” ^ 

Notliing is from this point of view more character- 
istic than the designation of the workers who work 
full time as “ full-timers,” and the clhldren under 13 
who are only allowed to work 6 hours as half- 
timers.” The worker is here notliing more than 
personified labour-time. All individual distinctions 
are merged in those of “ full-timers ” and ‘‘ half- 
timers.” ^ 

1 Rep.f 31st Oct., 1856, p. 34. 

2 1. c., p. 35. 2 c., p. 48. 

^ Report of the Insp., &c.,30th April, iS6o, p. 56. 

^ This is the official expression both in the factories and in the 
reports. 
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SECTION 3. — BRANCHES Or ENGLISH INDUSTRY WITHOUT 
LEGAL LIMITS TO EXPLOITATION 

We have hitherto considered the tendency to the 
extension of the working day, the were-wolf’s 
hunger for surplus-labour in a department where the 
monstrous exactions, not surpassed, says an English 
bourgeois economist, by the cruelties of the Spaniards 
to the American red-skins,^ caused capital at last to 
be bound by the chains of legal regulations. Now, 
let us cast a glance at certain branches of production 
in which the exploitation of labour is either free from 
fetters to this day, or was so yesterday. 

Mr. Broughton Charlton, county magistrate, de- 
clared, as chairman of a meeting held at the Assembly 
Rooms, Nottingham, on the 14th January, i860, 
‘‘ that there was an amount of privation and suffering 
among that portion of the population connected with 
the lace trade, unknown in other parts of the kingdom, 

^ “ The cupidity of mill-owners whose cruelties in the pursuit of 
gain have hardly been exceeded by those perpetrated by the 
Spaniards on the conquest of America in the pursuit of gold.” 
—John Wade, History of the Middle and Working Classes^ 3rd Ed., 
London, 1835, p. 114. The theoretical part of tms book, a kind of 
hand-book of Political Economy, is, considering the time of its 
publication, original in some parts, e.g,, on commercial crises. The 
historical part is, to a great extent, a shameless plagiarism of Sir 
F. M. Eden’s History of the Poor, London, 1799. 
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indeed, in the civilized world. , . . Children of nine or 
ten years arc dragged from, their squalid beds at two, 
three, or four o'clock in the morning and compelled 
to work for a bare subsistence until ten, eleven, or 
twelve at night, their limbs wearing away, their 
frames dwindling, their faces whitening, and their 
humanity absolutely sinking into a stone-like torpor, 
utterly horrible to contemplate. . , . We are not 
surprised that Mr. Mallctt, or any other manufacturer, 

should stand forward and protest against discussion 

The system, as the Rev. Montagu Valpy describes it, 
is one of unmitigated slavery, socially, physically, 
morally, and spiritually. . . . What can be thought of 
a town v/liich holds a pubHc meeting to petition that 
the period of labour for men shall be diminished to 
eighteen hours a day ? * . . Wc declaim against the 
Virginian and Carolinian cotton-planters. Is their 
black-inarkct, their lash, and tlieir barter of human 
flesh more detestable than this slow sacrifice of 
humanity wliich takes place in order that veils and 
collars may be fabricated for the benefit of capital- 

IStS 5 ^ 

The potteries of Staffordshire have, during the last 
22 years, been tire subject of dircc parliameiitaty 
inquiries. The result is embodied in Mr. Scriveii’s 
Report of 1841 to die “ Children’s Employtneilt 
Commissioners,” in the report of Dr. Greenhow of 
1 Daily Tek<>raph, r7th January, 1860. 
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i860 published by order of the medical officer of the 
Privy Council (Ptihlic Health, 3rd Report, 112-113), 
lastly, in the report of Mr. Longe of 1862 in the 
"'First Report of the Childrens Employment Commission, 
of the 13th June, 1863.'^ For my purpose it is enough 
to take, from the reports of i860 and 1863, some 
depositions of the exploited children themselves. 
From die children we may form an opinion as to the 
adults, especially the girls and women, and that ip. a 
branch of industry by the side of which cotton- 
spinning appears an agreeable and healthful occupa- 
tion.^ 

William Wood, 9 years old, was 7 years and, 10 
months when he began to work. He ran moulds ’’ 
(carried ready-moulded articles into the drying room, 
afterwards bringing back the empty mould) from the 
beginning. He came to work every day in the week, 
at 6 a.m,, and left off about 9 p.m. I work till 
9 o’clock at night six days in the week. I have done 
so seven or eight weeks.” Fifteen hours of labour 
for a child 7 years old ! J, Murray, 12 years of age, 
says : I turn jigger, and run moulds. I come at 6. 

Sometimes I come at 4. I worked all night last night, 
till 6 o’clock tliis morning. I have not been in bed 
since die night before last. There were eight or pine 
other boys working last night. All but one have come 
this morning. I get 3 shillings and sixpence. I do 
1 Cf. F. pagels’ Lage, pp, 245^5?. 
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not get any more for working at night. I worked 
two nights last week.’’ Fernyhough, a boy of ten : 

I have not always an hour (for dinner). I have only 
half an hour sometimes ; on Thursday, Friday, and 
Saturday.” ^ 

Dr. Greciihow states that the average duration of 
life in the pottery districts of Stoke-on-Trent, and 
Wolstanton, is extraordinarily short. Although in tlie 
district of Stoke, only 36.6% and in Wolstanton 
only 30.4% of the adult male population above 20 
are employed in the potteries, among the men of that 
age in die first district more than half, in the second, 
nearly § of die whole deadis arc the result of pulmonary 
diseases among the potters. Dr. Boothroyd, a medical 
practitioner at Hanley, says : Each successive 

generation of potters is more dwarfed and less robust 
dian the preceding one.” In like manner another 
doctor, Mr. M‘Bcan : Since he began to practise 
among the potters 25 years ago, he had observed a 
marked degeneration especially shown in diminution 
of stature and breadth.” These statements are taken 
from the report of Dr. Greenhow in 1860.'*^ 

From the report of the Commissioners in 1863, the 
following : Dr. J. T. Arledgc, senior physician of the 
North Stalfordsliire Infirmary, says : “ The potters 

^ Children’s Employment Commission, First report, &c., 1S63. 
Evidence, pp. 16, 19, iS. 

- Public Health, 3rd report, pp. 103, 104, 105. 
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as a class, both men and women, represent a degener- 
ated population, both physically and morally. They 
are, as a rule, stunted in growth, ill-shaped, and fre- 
quently ill-formed in the chest ; they become pre- 
maturely old, and are certainly short-lived ; they are 
plilegmatic and bloodless, and exhibit their debility 
of constitution by obstinate attacks of dyspepsia, and 
disorders of the liver and kidneys, and by rheumatism. 
But of all diseases they are especially prone to chest- 
disease, to pneumonia, phthisis, bronchitis, and asthma. 
One form would appear peculiar to them, and is 
known as potter s asthma, or potter's consumption. 
Scrofula attacking the glands, or bones, or other parts 
of the body, is a disease of two-thirds or more of the 
potters. . . . That the ' degenerescence ' of the popula- 
tion of this district is not even greater than it is, is due 
to the constant recruiting from the adjacent country, 
and intermarriages with more healthy races.” ^ 

Mr. Charles Parsons, late house surgeon of the same 
institution, writes in a letter to Commissioner Longe, 
amongst other things : I can only speak from per- 
sonal observation and not from statistical data, but I 
do not hesitate to assert that my indignation has been 
aroused again and again at the sight of poor children 
whose hedth has been sacrificed to gratify the avarice 
of either parents or employers.'' He enumerates the 
causes of the diseases of the potters, and sums them 
^ Child. EmpL Comm.^ L Report, p. 24. 
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up in the phrase, long hours.” The report of the 
Commission trusts that a manufacture which has 
assumed so prominent a place in the whole world, will 
not long be subject to the remark that its great success 
is accompanied with the physical deterioration, wide- 
spread bodily suiFering, and early death of the work- 
people ... by whose labour and skill such great results 
have been achieved.” ^ And all that holds of the 
potteries in England is true of those in Scotland. ^ 

The manufacture of lucifer matches dates j&om 
1833, from the discovery of the method of applying 
phosphorus to the match itself. Since 1845 this manu- 
facture has rapidly developed in England, and has 
extended especially amongst the thickly populated 
parts of London as well as in Manchester, Birmingham, 
Liverpool, Bristol, Norwich, Newcastle and Glasgow. 
With it has spread die form of lockjaw, which a 
Vienna physician in 1845 discovered to be a disease 
peculiar to lucifer-matchmakers. Half the workers 
arc children under thirteen, and young persons under 
eighteen. The manufacture is on account of its 
unhealthiness and unpleasantness in such bad odour 
diat only the most miserable part of the labouring 
class, half-starved widows and so forth, deliver up 
dicir children to it, die ragged, half-starved, un- 
taught cliildren.” ^ 

^ Children's Employment Commission, pp. 22 , and xi. 

" 1. c., p. xlvii. ^ 1. c., p. liv. 
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Of the witnesses that Commissioner White examined 
(1863), 270 were under 18; 50 under 10, 10 only 8, 
and 5 only 6 years old. A range of the working day 
from 12 to 14 or 15 hours, night-labour, irregular 
meal times, meals for the most part taken in the very 
workrooms that are pestilent with phosphorus. 
Dante would have found the worst horrors of his 
Inferno surpassed in this manufacture. 

In the manufacture of paper-hangings the coarser 
sorts are printed by machine ; the finer by hand 
(block-printing). The most active business months 
are from the beginning of October to the end of April. 
During this time the work goes on fast and furious 
without intermission from 6 a.m. to 10 p.m. or further 
into the night. 

J. Leach deposes : “ Last winter six out of nineteen 
girls were away from ill-health at one time from over- 
work. I have to bawl at them to keep them awake.” 
W. Duffy : “ I have seen when the children could 
none of them keep their eyes open for the work ; 
indeed, none of us could.” J. Lightboume : “ Am 
13. . . . We worked last winter till 9 (evening), and 
the winter before till 10. I used to cry with sore feet 
every night last winter. G. Apsden : “ That boy of 
mine . . . when he was 7 years old I used to carry 
him on my back to and fro through the snow, and 
he used to have 16 hours a day. ... I have often 
knelt down to feed him as he stood by the machine, 

271 



Karl Marx 


ior lie could not leave it or stop,” Smith, the manag- 
ing partner of a Manchester factory : ‘'We (he means 
his ' hands ’ who work for ' us ’) work on, with no 
stoppage for meals, so that the day’s work of io| 
hours is finished by 4,30 p.m,, and all after that is 
overtime.” ^ (Docs tliis Mr. Smith take no meals 
himself during 10 J- hours ?) " Wc (this same Smith) 
seldom leave off working before 6 p.m. (he means 
leave off the consumption of ' our ’ labour-power 
machines), so that wc (itcrum Crispinus) are really 
working overtime the whole year round. . . . For all 
these, children and adults alike (152 children and young 
persons and 140 adults), the average work for the last 
18 months has been at the very least 7 days, 5 hours, 
or 78 1 * hours a week. For the six weeks ending May 
2nd tliis year (1862), the average was higher — 8 days 
or 84 hours a week.” Still this same Mr. Smith, who 
is so extremely devoted to the pltiralis majestatis, adds 
with a smile, Machine work is not great.” So die 
employers in the block-printing say : " Hand labour 
is more healthy than machine-work.” On the whole, 

^ This is not to be taken in the same sense ns our surplus labour- 
time. These gentlemen consider loA hours of labour ns the normal 
working day, which includes of course the normal surplus-labour. 
After this begins “ overtime ” which is p;ud a little better. It will 
be seen later that the labour e^rpended during the so-cailcd normal 
day is paid below its value, so that the overtime is simply a capitalist 
trick in order to extort more surplus-labour, which it would still 
be, even if the labour-power expended during the normal working 
day were properly paid. 
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manufacturers declare with indignation against the 
proposal “ to stop the machines at least during meal 
times.” A clause, says Mr. Otley, manager of a wall- 
paper factory in the Borough, '' which allowed work 
between, say 6 a.m. and 9 p.m. . . . would suit us (!) 
very well, but the factory hours, 6 a.m. to 6 p.m., 
are not suitable. Our machine is always stopped for 
dinner. (What generosity !) There is no waste of 
paper and colour to speak of. But,” he adds sym- 
pathetically, “ I can understand the loss of time not 
being liked.” The report of the Commission opines 
with naivete that the fear of some “ leading firms ” 
of losing time, /.c., the time for appropriating the 
labour of others, and thence losing profit is not a 
sufficient reason for allowing children under 13, and 
young persons under 18, working 12 to 16 hours per 
day, to lose their dinner, nor for giving it to them 
as coal and water are suppHed to the steam-engine, 
soap to wool, oil to the wheel — as merely auxiliary 
material to the instruments of labour, during the 
process of production itself.^ 

No branch of industry in England (we do not take 
into account the making of bread by machinery 
recently introduced) has preserved up to the present 
day a method of production so archaic, so — as we 
see from the poets of the Roman Empire — ^pre- 
christian, as baking. But capital, as was said earlier, 
^ 1 . c., Evidence, pp. 123, 124, 125, 140 and 54. 
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is at first iiidilfcrent as to the technical character of 
the labour-process ; it begins by taking it just as it 
finds it. 

The incredible adulteration of bread, especially in 
Loudon , was first revealed by the House of Commons 
Committee “ on the adulteration of articles of food ” 
{1855-56), and Dr. HassalFs work, Adulterations 
detected?- The consequence of these rcvelatioas 
was the Act of August 6tli, 1860, “ for preventing 
the adulteration of articles of food and drink,” an 
inoperative law, as it naturally shows the tenderest 
consideration for every free-trader who determines 
by the buying or selling of adulterated commodities ^ 
“ to turn an honest penny.” The Committee itself 
formulated more or less naively its conviction that 
free-trade meant essentially trade with adulterated, or 
as the English ingeniously put it, “ sophisticated *’ 
goods. In fact tliis land of sophistry knows better 
than Protagoras how to make white black, and 
black white, and better than the Elcatics how to 

^ Alum finely powdered, or mixed with salt, is A normal article 
of conuncrcc bearing the significant name of “ baker’s stuff.” 

^ Soot is a wcll-kiiowti and very energetic form of carbon, and 
forms a manure that capitalistic chimney-sweeps sell to English 
farmers. Now in 1S62 the British juryman had in a law-suit to 
decide whether soot, with which, unknown to the buyer, 90 per cent 
of dust and sand arc mixed, is genuine soot in the commercial sense 
or adulterated soot in the legal sense. The “ amis du commerce ” 
decided it to be genuine commercial soot, and non-suited the 
plaintift' farmer, who had in addition to pay the costs of the suit. 
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demonstrate ad oculos] that everything is only appear- 
anced 

At all events the committee had directed the atten- 
tion of the public to its daily bread/’ and therefore 
to the baking trade. At the same time in public 
meetings and in petitions to Parliament rose the cry 
of the London journeymen bakers against their over- 
work, dec. The cry was so urgent that Mr. H. S. 
Tremenlieere, also a member of the Commission of 
1863 several times mentioned, was appointed Royal 
Commissioner of Inquiry. His report,^ together with 
the evidence given, roused not the heart of the public 
but its stomach. Englishmen, always well up in the 
Bible, knew well enough that man, unless by elective 
grace a capitahst, or landlord, or sinecurist, is com- 
manded to eat his bread in the sweat of liis brow, but 
they did not know that he had to eat daily in his bread 
a certain quantity of human perspiration mixed with 

^ The French chemist, Chevallicr, in his treatise on the “ sophisti- 
cations of commodities, enumerates for many of the 600 or more 
articles which he passes in review, 10, 20, 30 different methods of 
adulteration. He adds that he does not know all the methods, and 
does not mention all that he knows. He gives 6 kinds of adulter- 
ation of sugar, 9 of olive oil, 10 of butter, 12 of salt, 19 of milk, 20 of 
bread, 23 of brandy, 24 of meal, 28 of chocolate, 30 of wine, 32 of 
coffee, &c. Even God Almighty does not escape this fate. See 
Ronard de Card, on the falsiScations of the materials of the Sac- 
rament. (Dc la falsification dcs substances sacramcntelles^ Paris, 1856,) 

^ Report, &c., relating to the grievances complained of by the journey^ 
men bakers, &c., London, 1862,” and Second Report, &c., London, 
1863. 
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die discharge of abscesses, cobwebs, dead black-beedes, 
and putrid German yeast, without counting alum, 
sand, and other agreeable mineral ingredients. With' 
out any regard to his holiness, Frcctrade, the free 
baking-trade was therefore placed under the super- 
vision of the State inspectors (Close of the Parlia- 
mentary session of 1863), and by the same Act of 
Parliament, work from 9 in the evening to 5 in the 
morning was forbidden for journeymen bakers under 
18. The last clause speaks volumes as to the ovenvork 
in this old-fashioned, homely line of business. 

'' The work of a London journeyman baker begins, 
as a rule, at about eleven at night. At that hour he 
^ makes the dough,* — a laborious process, which lasts 
from half-aii-hour to three-quarters of an hour, accord- 
ing to die size of the batch or the labour bestowed upon 
it. He then lies down upon the kneading-board, wliich 
is also the covering of the trough in which the dough 
is " made * ; and with a sack under him, and another 
rolled up as a pillow, he sleeps for about a couple of 
hours. He is then engaged in a rapid and continuous 
labour for about five hours — throwing out the dough, 
' scaling it oftV moulding it, putting it into the oven, 
preparing and baking rolls and fancy bread, taking 
the batch bread out of the oven, and up into the shop, 
&c., &c. The temperature of a bakehouse ranges 
from about 75 to upwards of 90 degrees, and in die 
smaller bakehouses approximates usually to the liigher 
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rather than to the lower degree of heat. When the 
business of making the bread, rolls, &c., is over, that 
of its distribution begins, and a considerable proportion 
of the journeymen in the trade, after working hard 
in the manner described during the night, are upon 
their legs for many hours during the* day, carrying 
baskets, or wheeling hand-carts, and sometimes again 
in the bakehouse, leaving off work at various hours 
between i and 6 p.m. according to the season of the 
year, or the amount and nature of their master’s 
business ; while others are again engaged in the bake- 
house in ‘ bringing out ’ more batches until late in the 
afternoon.^ . . . During what is called ' the London 
season ’ the operatives belonging to the * full-priced ’ 
bakers at the West End of the town, generally begin 
work at II p.m., and are engaged in making the bread, 
with one or two short (sometimes very short) intervals 
of rest, up to 8 o’clock the next morning. They are 
then engaged all day long, up to 4, 5, 6, and as late 
as 7 o’clock in the evening carrying out bread, or 
sometimes in the afternoon in the bakehouse again, 
assisting in the biscuit-baking. They may have, after 
they have done their work, sometimes five or six, 
sometimes only four or five hours’ sleep before they 
begin again. On Fridays they always begin sooner, 
some about ten o’clock, and continue in some cases, at 
work, either in making or delivering the bread up to 
^ 1. c., Pint Report, &c., p. vi. 
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8 p.m. on Saturday night, but more generally up to 
4 or 5 o’clock, Sunday morning. On Simdays the 
men must attend twice or three times during the day 
for an hour or two to make preparations for the next 
day’s bread. . . . The men employed by the under- 
selling masters (who sell their bread under the ‘ full 
price,’ and who, as already pointed out, comprise 
three-fourths of the Lotidon bakers) have not only to 
work on the average longer hours, but their work is 
almost entirely confined to the bakehouse. The 
tindcrsclling masters generally sell their bread . . . 
in the shop. If they send it out, which is not common, 
except as supplydng chandlers’ shops, they usually 
employ other hands for that purpose. It is not their 
practice to deliver bread from house to house. To- 
wards the end of the week . . . the men begin on 
Thursday night at lo o’clock, and continue on with 
only slight intermission until late on Saturday even- 
ing.” ^ 

Even the bourgeois intellect imderstands the position 
of the “ underselling ” masters, “ The impaid labour 
of the men was made the source whereby the com^ 
petition was carried on.” - And the “ foil-priced ” 
baker denounces his underselling competitors to the 
Commission of Inquiry as tliieves of foreign labour and 
adulterators. “ They only exist now by first defraud- 

^ ]. c., p. Ixxi. 

2 George Read, The History of Bakings London, 1848, p. 16. 
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ing the public, and next getting i8 hours’ work out 
of their men for 12 hours’ wages.” ^ 

The adulteration of bread and the formation of a 
class of bakers that sells the bread below the full price, 
date from the beginning of the i8th century, from the 
time when the corporate character of the trade was 
lost, and the capitalist in the form of the miller or 
flour-factor, rises behind the nominal master baker,- 
Thus was laid the foundation of capitalistic production 
in this trade, of the unlimited extension of the working 
day and of night labour, although the latter only 
since 1824 gained a serious footing, even in London.® 

After what has just been said, it will be imderstood 
that the Report of the Commission classes journeymen 
bakers among the short-lived labourers, who, having 
by good luck escaped the normal decimation of the 
children of the working-class, rarely reach the age of 
42. Nevertheless, the baking trade is always over- 
whelmed with applicants. The sources of tire supply 

^Report (First), &c. Evidence of the ‘‘full-priced” baker 
Cheeseman, p. 108. 

^ George Read, 1 . c. At the end of the 17th and the beginning 
of the 1 8th centuries the factors (agents) that crowded into every 
possible trade were still denounced as “ public nuisances.’* Thus 
the Grand Jury at the quarter session of the Justices of the Peace 
for the County of Somerset, addressed a presentment to the Lower 
House which, among other things, states, “ that these factors of 
Blackwell Hall are a Public Nuisance and Prejudice to the Clothing 
Trade, and ought to be put down as a Nuisance .” — The case of oiir 
English Wool, &c., London, 1685, pp. 6, 7. 

^ First Report, &c. 
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of these kbour-powets to London arc Scotland, the : 
western agricultural districts ot England, and Germany. 

In the years T85S-60, the journeymen bakers in 
Ireland organized at their own expense great meetings 
to agitate against night and Sunday work. The 
public — at the meeting in May, i86o~ 

took their part with Irish warmth. As result of this 
movement, day' labour alone was successfully estab- 
lished in Wextord, Kilkenny, Clonmel, Waterford, 
&c. " In Limerick, where the grievances of the 

journeymen are demonstrated to be excessive, the 
movement has been defeated by the opposition of the 
master bakers, the miller bakers being the greatest 
opponents. The example of Limerick led to a retro- 
gression in Ennis and Tipperary. In Cork, where the 
strongest possible demonstration of feeling took place, 
the masters, by exercising their power of turning 
the men out of employment, have defeated the move- 
ment. In Dublin, the master bakers have oft'ered the 
most determined opposition to the movement, and 
by discountenancing as much as possible the journey- 
men promoting it, have succeeded in leading the men 
into acquiescence in Sunday work and night work, 
contrary to the convictions of the men.” ^ 

The Committee of the English Government, wliich 
Government, in Ireland, is armed to the teeth, and 
generally knows how to show it, remonstrates in mild, 
^ Report of Committee on the Bokiitg Trade in Ireland for 1S61. 
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though funereal, tones with the implacable master 
bakers of Dublin, Limerick, Cork, &c. : The 

Committee believe that the hours of labour are limited 
by natural laws, which cannot be violated with im- 
punity. That for master bakers to induce their work- 
men, by the fear of losing employment, to violate 
their religious convictions and their better feelings, to 
disobey the laws of the land, and to disregard pubHc 
opinion (this all refers to Sunday labour), is calculated 
to provoke ill-feeling between workmen and masters, 

. . , and affords an example dangerous to reHgion, 

morahty, and social order The Committee beheve 

that any constant work beyond 12 hours a day en- 
croaches on the domestic and private life of the work- 
ing man, and so leads to disastrous moral results, inter- 
fering with each man’s home, and the discharge of his 
family duties as a son, a brother, a husband, a father. 
That work beyond 12 hours has a tendency to under- 
mine the health of the working man, and so leads to 
premature old age and death, to the great injury of 
famihcs of working men, thus deprived of the care 
and support of the head of the family when most 
required.” ^ 

So far, we have dealt with Ireland. On the other 
side of the channel, in Scodand, the agricultural 
labourer, the ploughman, protests against his 13-14 
hours’ work in the most inclement climate, with 4 

1 1. c. 
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hours’ additional work on Sunday (in this laud of 
Sabbatarians !)d whilst, at the same time, three 
railway men are standing before a London coroner’s 
jury — a guard, an engine-driver, a signalman. A 
tremendous railway accident has hurried hundreds of 
passengers into another world. The negligence of the 
employes is the cause of the misfortune. They declare 
with one voice before the jury that ten or twelve 
years before, their labour only lasted eight hours a day. 
During the last five or six years it had been screwed 
up to 14, 18, and 20 hours, and under a specially severe 
pressure of holiday-makers, at times of excursion 
trains, it often lasted for 40 or 50 hours without a 
break. They were ordinary men, not Cyclops. At 
a certain point their labour-power failed. Torpor 
seized them. Their brain ceased to think, their eyes 
to see. The thoroughly “ respectable ” British jury- 

^ Public meeting of agricultural labourers at Lasswade, near 
Edinburgh, January 5th. 1866. (See Workman's Advocate, 

13th, 1S66.) The formation since the close of 1865 of a Trades 
Union among the agricultural labourers at first in Scotland is a 
historic event. In one of the most oppressed agricultural districts of 
England, Buckinghainshirc, the labourers, in Kdarch, 1867, made a 
great strike for the raising of their weekly wage from 9-10 shillings 
to T2 shillings. (It will be seen from the preceding passage that the 
inovemcnt of the English agricultural proletariat, entirely crushed 
since the suppression of its violent manifestations after 1830, and 
especially since the introduction of the new Poor Laws, begins again 
in the sixties, until it becomes finally epoch-making in 1 8 72^ I return 
to this in the 2nd volume, as well as to the blue books that have 
appeared since 1S67 on the position of the English land labourers. 
Addendum to tlic 3rd cd.) 


282 



English Industry : Exploitation 

men answered by a verdict that sent them to the 
next assizes on a charge of manslaughter, and, in a 
gende “ rider ’’ to their verdict, expressed the pious 
hope that the capitalistic magnates of the railways 
would, in future, be more extravagant in the purchase 
of a sufficient quantity of labour-power, and more 
“ abstemious,” more “ self-denying,” more '' thrifty,” 
in the draining of paid labour-power d 

From the modey crowd of labourers of all callings, 

^ Reynolds^ Newspaper, January, 1866. — Every week this same 
paper has, under the sensational headings, “ Fearful and fatal 
accidents,” “ Appalling tragedies,” &c., a whole list of firesh railway 
catastrophes. On these an employe on the North Staffordshire 
line comments : “ Every one knows the consequences that may 
occur if the driver and fireman of a locomotive engine are not 
continually on the look-out. How can that be expected &om a man 
who has been at such work for 29 or 30 hours, exposed to the 
weather, and without rest. The following is an example which is 
of very frequent occurrence : — One fireman commenced work on 
the Monday morning at a very early hour. When he had finished 
what is called a day’s work, he had been on duty 14 hours 50 
minutes. Before he had time to get his tea, he was again called on 
for duty. . . . The next time he fmished he had been on duty 
14 hours 25 minutes, making a total of 29 hours 15 minutes without 
intermission. The rest of the week’s work was made up as follows : 
— Wednesday, 15 hours ; Thursday, 15 hours 35 minutes ; Friday, 
14J hours ; Saturday, 14 hours 10 minutes, making a total for the 
week of 88 hours 40 minutes. Now, sir, fancy his astonishment on 
being paid days for the whole. Thinking it was a mistake, he 
applied to the timekeeper, . . . and inquired what they considered 
a day’s work, and was told 13 hours for a goods man (i.e., 78 hours). 
... He then asked for what he had made over and above the 78 
hours per week, but was refused. However, he was at last told 
they would give him another quarter, i.e., lod.” ( 1 . c., 4th February, 
1866). 
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ages, sexes, that press on us more busily than the 
souls of the slain on Ulysses, on whom — without 
referring to the blue books under their arms — ^we 
see at a glance the mark of overwork, let us take 
two more figures whose striking contrast proves that 
before capital all men arc alike — a milliner and a 
blacksmith. 

In die last week of June, 1863, all the London daily 
papers published a paragraph with the '' sensational ” 
heading, ‘‘ Death from simple overwork.” It dealt 
with the death of the milliner, Mary Anne Walkley, 
30 years of age, employed in a highly-respectable 
dressmaking establishment, exploited by a lady with 
the pleasant name of Elise. The old, often-told story, ^ 
was once more recounted. This girl worked, on an 
average, i6|- hours, during the season often 30 hours, 
without a break, whilst her failing labour-power was 
revived by occasional supplies of sherry, port, or 
coffee. It was just now the height of the season. 
It was necessary to conjure up in the twinkling of an 
eye the gorgeous dresses for the noble ladies bidden to 
the ball in honour of the newly-imported Princess of 
Wales. Mary Anne Walkley had worked without 
intermission for 26^ hours, with 60 other girls, 30 in 
one room, that only afforded of the cubic feet of 
air required for them. At night, they slept in pairs 
in one of the stifling holes into which the bedroom 
^ Cf. F, Engels, 1 . c., pp. 353, 254. 
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was divided by partitions of boardd And this was 
one of the best millinery establishments in London. 
Mary Anne Walkley fell ill on the Friday, died on 
Sunday, without, to the astonishment of Madame 
Ehse, having previously completed the work in hand. 
The doctor, Mr. Keys, called too late to the death-bed, 
duly bore witness before the coroner’s jury that 

jMary Anne Walkley had died j&om long hours of 
work in an overcrowded workroom, and a too 
small and badly-ventilated bedroom.” In order to 

^ Dr. Letheby, Consulting Physician of the Board of Health, 
declared : “ The minimum of air for each adult ought to be in a 
sleeping-room 300, and in a dwelling-room 500 cubic feet.” Dr. 
Pichardson, Senior Physician to one of the London Hospitals : 
“ With needlewomen of all kinds, including milliners, dressmakers, 
and ordinary sempstresses, there are three miseries — overwork, 
deficient air, and either deficient food or deficient digestion. . . . 
Needlework, in the main, ... is infinitely better adapted to women 
than to men. But the mischiefs of the trade, in the metropolis 
especially, are that it is monoplized by some twenty-six capitedists, 
who, under the advantages that spring from capital, can bring in 
capital to force economy out of labour. This power tells through- 
out the whole class. If a dressmaker can get a little circle of cus- 
tomers, such is the competition that, in her home, she must work 
to the death to hold together, and this same overwork she must of 
necessity inflict on any who may assist her. If she fail, or do not 
try independently, she must join an estabhshment, where her labour 
is not less, but where her money is safe. Placed thus, she becomes 
a mere slave, tossed about with the variations of society. Now at 
home, in one room, starving, or near to it, then engaged 15, 16, 
aye, even 18 hours out of the 24, in an air that is scarcely tolerable, 
and on food which, even if it be good, cannot be digested in the 
absence of pure air. On these victims, consumption, which is purely 
a disease of bad air, feeds.” Dr. Richardson : “ Work and Over- 
work,” in Social Science Review, i8th July, 1863. 
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give the doctor a lesson in good manners, the coroner’s 
jury thereupon brought in a verdict that “ the deceased 
had died of apoplexy, but there was reason to fear 
that her death had been accelerated by overwork 
in an overcrowded workroom, &c.” “ Our white 

slaves,” cried the Morninj^ Star, the organ of the free- 
traders, Cobden and Bright, “ our white slaves, who 
are toiled into the grave, for the most part silently 
pine and die.” ^ 

“ It is not in dressmakers’ rooms that working to 
death is the order of the day, but in a thousand other 
places ; in every place I had almost said, where ‘ a 

1 Morning Star, 33 rd June, 1863. — The Times made use of the 
circumstiincc to defend the American slave-owners against Bright, 
Arc. “ Very many of us think/' says a leader of July 2nd, 1863, 
“ that, while we work our own young women to death, using the 
scourge of starvation, instead of the crack of the whip, as the instru- 
ment of compulsion, we have scarcely a right to hound on fire and 
slaughter against famihes who were born slave-owners, and who, 
at least, feed their slaves well, and work them lightly.” In the same 
manner, the Standardy a Tory organ, fell foul oi* the Rev. Newman 
Hall : He excommunicated the slave-owners, hut prays with the 
fine folk who, without remorse, make the omnibus drivers and 
conductors of London, &c., work 16 hours a day for the wages of a 
dog,” Finally, spake the oracle, Thomas Carlyle, of whom I wrote, 
in 1:850, *‘Zum Teufel ist dor Genius, dcr Kultus ist geblieben.” 
In a short parable, he reduces the one great event of contemporary 
history, the American civil war, to this level, that the Peter of the 
North wants to break the head of the Paul of the South with all his 
might, because the Peter of the North hires his labour by the day, 
and the Paul of the South hires his by the life. — {Macmillan^ s Maga- 
zinCy “ Ilias Americana in nuce,” August, 1863.) Thus, the bubble 
of Tory sympathy for the urban workers— by no means for the 
rural — has burst at last. The sum of all is — slavery ! 
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thriving business ’ has to be done. ... We will take 
the blacksmith as a type. If the poets were true, 
there is no man so hearty, so merry, as the blacksmith ; 
he rises early and strikes his sparks before the sun ; 
he eats and drinks and sleeps as no other man. Work- 
ing in moderation, he is, in fact, in one of the best of 
human positions, physically speaking. But we follow 
him into the city or town, and we see the stress of 
work on that strong man, and what then is his position 
in the death-rate of his country. In Marylebone, 
blacksmiths die at the rate of 31 per thousand per 
annum, or ii above the mean of the male adults of 
the country in its entirety. The occupation, instinctive 
almost as a portion of human art, unobjectionable as 
a branch of human industry, is made by mere excess 
of work, the destroyer of the man. He can strike 
so many blows per day, walk so many steps, breathe 
so many breaths, produce so much work, and live 
an average, say of fifty years ; he is made to strike 
so many more blows, to walk so many more steps, 
to breathe so many more breaths per day, and to 
increase altogether a fourth of his life. He meets the 
effort ; the result is, that producing for a limited time 
a fourth more work, he dies at 37 for 50.” ^ 


^ Dr. Richardson, 1. c. 
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SECTION 4. — DAY AND NIGHT WORK. THE RELAY 
SYSTEM 

Constant capital, the means of production, con- 
sidered from the standpoint of the creation of surplus- 
value, only exists to absorb labour, and with every 
drop of labour a proportional quantity of surplus- 
labour. While they fail to do this, their mere existence 
causes a relative loss to the capitalist, for they represent 
during the time they lie fallow, a useless advance of 
capital. And this loss becomes positive and absolute 
as soon as the intermission of their employment 
necessitates additional outlay at the recommencement 
of work. The prolongation of the working day 
beyond the limits of die natural day, into the night, 
only acts as a palliative. It quenches only in a slight 
degree the vampire thirst for the living blood of 
labour. To appropriate labour during all the 24 hours 
of the day is, therefore, the inherent tendency of 
capitalist production. But as it is phy^sically impossible 
to exploit the same individual labour-power constantly 
during the night as well as the day, to overcome this 
physical hindrance, an alternation becomes necessary 
between the workpeople whose powers arc exhausted 
by day, and those who arc used up by night. This 
altcrnadon may be cftccted in various ways ; e,g,, it 
may be so arranged that part of the workers are one 
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week employed on day work, the next week on night 
work. It is well-known that this relay system, this al- 
ternation of two sets of workers, held full sway in the 
full-blooded youth-time of the Enghsh cotton manu- 
facture, and that at the present time it still flourishes, 
among others, in the cotton spinning of the Moscow 
district. This 24 hours’ process of production exists 
to-day as a system in many of the branches of industry 
of Great Britain that are still free,” in the blast- 
furnaces, forges, plate-roUing mills, and other metal- 
lurgical estabhshments in England, Wales, and Scot- 
land. The working time here includes, besides the 24 
hours of the 6 working days, a great part also of the 
24 hours of Sunday. The workers consist of men and 
women, adults and children of both sexes. The ages of 
die children and young persons run through all inter- 
mediate grades, from 8 (in some cases from 6) to 18.^ 

In some branches of industry, the girls and women 
work through the night together with the males.^ 

^ Children's Effiployment Commission, Third Report, London, 1864, 
pp. iv., V., vi. 

2 “ Both in Staffordshire and in South Wales young girls and 
women are employed on the pit banks, and on the coke heaps, not 
only by day but also by night. This practice has been often noticed 
in Reports presented to Parliament, as being attended with great 
and notorious evils. These females employed with the men, 
hardly distinguished ftom them in their dress, and begrimed with 
dirt and smoke, are exposed to the deterioration of character, 
arising from the loss of self-respect, which can hardly fail to follow 
from their unfeminine occupation.” — ( 1 . c., 194, p. xxvi. Cf. Fourth 
Report (1865), P- ^0 It is the same in glass-works. 
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Placing on one side the generally injurious influence 
of night-labourd the duration of the process of pro- 
duction, unbroken during the 24 hours, offers very 
welcome opportunities of exceeding the limits of the 
normal working day, e.^., in the branches of industry 
already mentioned, which are of an exceedingly 
fatiguing nature ; the official working day means for 
each worker usually I 3 hours by night or day. But 
the overwork beyond this amount is in many cases, 

^ A steel manufacturer who employs children on night-labour 
remarked : “It seems but natural that boys who work at night 
cannot sleep and get proper rest by day, but will be running about.*' 
— ( 1 . c., Fourth Report, 63, p. xiii.) On the importance of sunlight 
for the maintenance and growth of the body, a physician writes : 
“ Light also acts upon the tissues of the body directly in hardening 
them and supporting tlieir elasticity. The muscles of animals, 
when they are deprived of a proper amount of light, become soft 
and inelastic, the nervous power loses its tone from defective stimu- 
lation, and the elaboration of all growth seems to be perverted. . . . 
In the case of children, constant access to plenty of light during the 
day, and to the direct rays of the sun for a part of it, is most essential 
to health. Light assists in the. elaboration of good plastic blood, and 
hardens the fibre after it has been laid down. It also acts as a stimulus 
upon the organs of sight, and by this means brings about more 
activity in the various cerebral functions.” Dr. W. Strange, Senior 
Physician of the Worcester General Hospital, from whose work 
on Health (1864) this passage is taken, writes in a letter to Mr. 
White, one of the commissioners : “ I have had opportunities 
formerly, when in Lancashire, of observing the effects of night-work 
upon children, and I have no hesitation in saying, contrary to what 
some employers were fond of asserting, tliosc children who were 
subjected to it soon suffered in their health.” — (1. c., 284, p. 55.) 
That such a question should furnish the material of serious contro- 
versy, shows plainly how capitalist production acts on the brain- 
functions of capitalists and their retainers. 
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to use the words of the English oflScial report, “ truly 
fearful.” ^ 

“ It is impossible,” the report continues, “ for any 
mind to realize the amount of work described in the 
following passages as being performed by boys of 
from 9 to 12 years of age . . . without coming irre- 
sistibly to the conclusion that such abuses of the power 
of parents and of employers can no longer be allowed 
to exist.” ^ 

The practice of boys working at all by day and 
night turns, either in the usual course of things, or at 
pressing times, seems inevitably to open the door to 
their not unfrequendy working unduly long hours. 
These hours are, indeed, in some cases, not only cruelly 
but even incredibly long for children. Amongst a 
number of boys it wiU, of course, not unfrequendy 
happen that one or more are from some cause absent. 
When this happens, their place is made up by one or 
more boys, who work in the other turn. That this 
is a well understood system is plain . . . from the 
answer of the manager of some large roUing-miUs, 
who, when I asked him how the place of the boys, 
absent from their turn was made up, " I daresay, sir, 
you know that as well as I do,’ and admitted the 
fact.” ® 

“ At a rolling-mill where the proper hours were 
1 1. c., 57, p. xii. 

2 1 . c., Fourth Report (1865), 58, p. xii. 
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from 6 a.m. to 5-|- p,m., a boy worked about four 
nights every week till 8| p.m. at least . . . and dais 
for six months. Another, at 9 years old, sometimes 
made three xa-hour shifts running, and, when 10, 
has made two days and two nights running.’' A third, 
'' now 10 . . . worked from 6 a.m. till 13 p.m. three 
nights, and till 9 p.na. the other nights.” Another, 
now 13, . - . worked from 6 p.m. till I 3 noon next 
day, for a week together, and sometimes for three 
shifts together, c.g,, from Monday mornuag till Tues- 
day night.” Another, now I3, has worked iia an 
iron foundry at Stavely from 6 a.m. till 13 p.m. for 
a fortnight on end ; could not do it any more.” 
“ George Allins worth, age 9, came here as cellar-boy 
last Friday ; next morning we had to begin at 3, 
so I stopped here all night. Live five miles off. Slept 
on tlie floor of the furnace, overhead, with an apron 
under me, and a bit of a jacket over me. The two 
other days I have been here at 6 a.m. Aye ! it is hot 
in here. Before I came here 1 was nearly a year at 
the same work at some works in the country. Began 
there, too, at 3 on Saturday morning — always did, 
but was very gain [near] home, and could sleep at 
home. Other days I began at 6 in the moniing, and 
gi’en over at 6 or 7 in the evening,” &c.^ 

^ 1 . c., p. xiii. The degree of culture of these “ labour-powers ” 
must naturally be such as appears in the following dialogues with 
one of the commissioners : Jeremiah Haynes, age 12 — Four times 
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Let us now hear how capital itself regards this 24 
hours’ system. The extreme forms of the system, its 
abuse in the “ cruel and incredible ” extension of the 
working day are naturally passed over in sdence. 
Capital only speaks of the system in its normal ” 
form. 

Messrs. Naylor & Vickers, steel manufacturers, who 
employ between 600 and 700 persons, among whom 
only 10 per cent, are under 18, and of those, only 20 
boys under 18 work in night sets, thus express them- 

four is 8 ; 4 fours are 16. A king is him that has all the money and 
gold. We have a King (told it is a Queen), they call her the Princess 
Alexandra. Told that she married the Queen’s son. The Queen’s 
son is die Princess Alexandra. A Princess is a man.” William 
Turner, age 12 — “ Don’t live in England. Think it is a country, 
but didn’t know before.” John Morris, age 14 — “ Have heard say 
that God made the world, and that aU the people was drownded 
but one ; heard say that one was a litde bird.” William Smith, 
age 15 — “ God made man, man made woman.” Edward Taylor, 
age 15 — “ Do not know of London.” Henry Matthewman, age 17 
— “ Had been to chapel, but missed a good many times lately. 
One name that they preached about was Jesus Christ, but I cannot 
say any others, and I cannot tell anything about him. He was not 
killed, but died like other people. He was not the same as other 
people in some ways, because he was religious in some ways, and 
others isn’t.” — ( 1 . c., p. xv.) “ The devil is a good person. I don’t 
know where he lives.” “ Christ was a wicked man.” “ This girl 
spelt God as dog, and did not know the name of the queen.” 
— (Ch. Employment Comm.^ V. Report, 1866, p. 55, n. 278.) The 
same system obtains in the glass and paper works as in the 
metallurgical, already cited. In the paper factories, where the paper 
is made by machinery, night-work is the rule for all processes, 
except rag-sorting. In some cases night-work, by relays, is carried 
on incessantly through the whole week, usually from Sunday night 
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selves : “ The boys do not suffer from the heat. 
The temperature is probably from 86° to 90°. ... At 
the forges and in the rolling-mills the hands work 
night and day, in relays, but all the other parts of the 
work are day-work, i.c., from 6 a.m. to 6 p.m. In 
the forge the hours are from T2 to 12. Some of the 
hands always work in the night, without any alterna- 
tion of day and night work. . . . We do not find any 
difference in the liealth of those who work regularly 
by night and those who work by day, and probably 
people can sleep better if they have the same period 

until midnight of the following Saturday. Those who are on day- 
work work 5 days of 12, and i day of 18 hours; those on night-work 

5 nights of 12, and i of 6 hours in each week. In other cases each 
set works 24 hours consecutively on alternate days, one set working 

6 hours on Monday, and 18 on Saturday to make up the 24 hours. 
In other cases an intermediate system prevails, by which all employed 
on the paper-making machinery work 15 or 16 hours every day in 
the week. Tliis system, says Commissioner Lord, “ seems to com- 
bine all the evils of both the 12 hours* and the 24 hours* relays.” 
Children under 13, young persons under 18, and women, work 
under this night system. Sometimes under the 12 hours’ system 
they arc obliged, on account of the non-appearance of those that 
ought to relieve them, to work a double turn of 24 hours. Tire 
evidence proves that boys and girls very often work overtime, 
which, not unfrcqucntly* extends to 24 or even 36 hours of un- 
interrupted toil. In the continuous and unvarying process of glazing 
arc found girls of 12 who work the whole month 14 hours a day, 
“ without any regular relief or cessation beyond 2 or, at most, 
3 breaks of half an hour each for meals,” In some mills, where 
regular night-work has been entirely given up, overwork goes 
on to a terrible extent, “ and that often in the dirtiest, and in the 
hottest, and in the most monotonous of the various processes.” — 
(C/i. Employment Commit Report JK, 1665, pp. xxxviii. and xxxix.) 
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of rest than if it is changed* . . . About 20 of the hoys 
under the age of 18 work in the night sets. . . . We 
could not well do without lads under 18 working 
by night. The objection would be the increase in the 
cost of production. . . . Skilled hands and the heads 
in every department are difficult to get, but of lads 
we could get any number. . . . But from the small 
proportion of boys that we employ, the subject (r.c., 
of restrictions on night-work) is of httle importance 
or interest to us.” ^ 

Mr. J. Elhs, one of the firm of Messrs. John Brown 
& Co., steel and iron works, employing about 3,000 
men and boys, part of whose operations, namely, iron 
and heavier steelwork, goes on night and day by relays, 
states that in the heavier steel work one or two boys 
are employed to a score or two men.” Their concern 
employs upwards of 500 boys under 18, of whom 
about ^ or 170 are under the age of 13. With reference 
to the proposed alteration of the law, Mr. Ellis says : 
‘‘ I do not think it would be very objectionable to 
require that no person under the age of 18 should work 
more than 12 hours in the 24. But we do not think 
that any line could be drawn over the age of 12, at 
which boys could be dispensed with for night-work. 
But we would sooner be prevented from employing 
boys under the age of 13, or even so high as 14, at 
all, than not be allowed to employ boys that we do 
^ Fourth Report, &c., 1865, 79, p. xvi. 

295 



Karl Marx 


have at night. Those boys who work in the day sets 
must take their turn in the night sets also, because the 
men could not work in the night sets only ; it would 
ruin their health. ... We think, however, that night- 
work in alternate weeks is no harm. (Messrs. Naylor 
& Vickers, on the other hand, in conformity with the 
interest oi their business, considered that periodically 
changed night-labour might possibly do more harm 
than continual night-labour.) Wc find the men who 
do it, as well as the others who do odicr work only 
by day. . . . Our objections to not allowing boys 
under i8 to work at night, would be on account of 
the increase of expense, but tliis is the only reason. 
(What cynical naivete !) We tliink that tire increase 
would be more than the trade, with due regard to its 
being successfully carried out, could fairly bear. 
(What mealy-mouthed phraseology !) Labour is 
scarce here, and might fall short if there were such 
a regulation.” (/.e., ElHs Brown & Co. might fall 
into the fatal perplexity of being obliged to pay labour- 
power its full value.) ^ 

The “ Cyclops Steel and Iron Works,” of Messrs. 
Caminell & Co., are conducted on the same large 
scale as those of the above-mentioned John Brown 
& Co. The managing director had handed in his 
evidence to the Government Commissioner, Mr. 
White, in writing. Later he found it convenient to 
^ 1. c, So, p. xvi. 
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suppress the MS. when it had been returned to him 
for revision. Mr. White, however, has a good 
memory. He remembered quite clearly that for the 
Messn. Cyclops the forbidding of the night-labour 
of children and young persons “ would be impossible, 
it would be tantamount to stopping their works,’’ 
and yet their business employs Httle more than 6 % of 
boys under i8, and less than i % under 13.^ 

On the same subject Mr. E. F. Sanderson, of the 
firm of Sanderson, Bros., & Co., steel rolling-mills 
and forges, Attercliffe, says : “ Great difficulty would 
be caused by preventing boys under 18 from working 
at night. The chief would be the increase of cost 
from employing men instead of boys. I cannot say 
what this would be, but probably it would not be 
enough to enable the manufacturers to raise the price 
of steel, and consequendy it would fall on them, as 
of course the men (what queer-headed folk !) would 
refuse to pay it,” Mr. Sanderson does not know how 
much he pays the children, but “ perhaps the younger 
boys get from 4s. to 5s. a week. . . . The boys’ work is 
of a kind for which the strength of the boys is generally 
generally,’ of course not always) quite sufficient, 
and consequendy there would be no gain in the 
greater strength of die men to counterbalance the 
loss, or it would be only in the few cases in which the 
metal is heavy. The men would not like so well not 
^ 1. c., 82, p. xvii. 
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to have boys under tlicni, as men would be less 
obedient. Besides, boys must begin young to learn 
the trade. Leaving day-work alone open to boys 
would not answer this purpose.” And why not ; 
Why could not boys learn their handicraft in the day- 
time ; Your reason ? “ Owing to the men working 
days and nights in alternate weeks, the men would 
be separated half the time from their boys, and would 
lose half the profit which they make from them. The 
training which they give to an apprentice is con- 
sidered as part of the return for the boys’ labour, and 
thus enables the men to get it at a cheaper rate. Each 
man would want half of this profit.” In other words, 
Messrs. Sanderson would have to pay part of the 
wages of the adult men out of their own pockets 
instead of by the night-work of the boys. Messrs. 
Sanderson’s profit would thus fall to some extent, 
and this is the good Sandersonian reason why boys 
cannot learn their handicraft in the day.^ In addition 
to this, it would throw night-labour on those who 
worked instead of the boys, which they would not 
be able to stand. The difticulties in fact would be so 
great that they would very likely lead to the giving 
up of night-work altogether, and “ as far as the work 

^ In our reflecting and reasoning age a man is not worth much 
who cannot give a good reason for everything, no matter how bad 
or how crazy. Everything in the world that has been done wrong 
has been done wrong for the very best of reasons. — (Hegel, 1 . c., 
p. 249.) 
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itself is concerned,” says E. F. Sanderson, “ this would 
suit as well, but — ” But Messrs. Sanderson have 
something else to make besides steel. Steel-making 
is simply a pretext for surplus-value making. The 
smelting furnaces, rolling-mills, &c., the buildings, 
machinery, iron, coal, &c., have something more to 
do than transform themselves into steel. They are 
there to absorb surplus-labour, and naturally absorb 
more in 24 hours than in 12. In fact they give, by 
grace of God and law, the Sandersons a cheque on 
the working-time of a certain number of hands for all 
the 24 hours of the day, and they lose their character 
as capital, are therefore a pure loss for the Sandersons, 
as soon as their function of absorbing labour is inter- 
rupted. But then there would be the loss from so 
much expensive machinery, lying idle half the time, 
and to get through the amount of work which we are 
able to do on the present system, we should have to 
double our premises and plant, which would double 
the ouday.” But why should these Sandersons pretend 
to a privilege not enjoyed by the other capitalists who 
only work during the day, and whose buildings, 
machinery, raw material, therefore lie “ idle ” during 
the night ? E. F. Sanderson answers in the name of 
all the Sandersons : “ It is true that there is this loss 
from machinery lying idle in those manufactories in 
which work only goes on by day. But the use of 
furnaces would involve a further loss in our case. 
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If they were kept up there would be a waste of foel 
(instead of, as now, a waste of the living substance of 
the workers), and if they were nor, there would be 
loss of time in laying the fires and getting the heat up 
(whilst the loss of sleeping time, even to children of 
8 is a gain of working-time for die Sanderson tribe), 
and the furnaces themselves would suffer from the 
changes of temperature.” (Wliilst those same fur- 
naces" suffer nothing from the day and night change 
of labour.) ^ 


lie 85 p xvti. To simikr tender scruples of the glass manu- 
facturers that regular meal times for the children arc impossible 
because ns a consequence a certain quantity of bent, radiated by the 
furnaces, would be ‘'a pure loss” or wasted, Commissioner 
White makes answer. His answer is unlike that of Ure, bemor, &c., 
and their puny German plagiarists a la Roscher who arc touched by 
the “absdncnce,” “self-denial,” “saving,’; ot the c^pitahsts m 
the expenditure of their gold, and by their Timur-Tamerlaiush 
prodigality of human life ! “ A certain amount of Imat beyond 

what is usual at present might also be going to waste, it meal times 
were secured in these cases, but it seems likely not equal in money- 
value to the waste of animal power now going on m glass-houses 
throughout the kingdom from growing hc^s not having enough 
quiet dine to eat their meals at case, with a little rest alter wards for 
digcstion.”-(l. c., p. xlv.) And this in the year ot progress 1865 ! 
Without considering the cxTcnditurc of strength m liftmg and 
carrying, such a child, in the sheds where bottle and dmt glass are 
made, w^ilks during the performance ot Ins work 15-20 miles m 
every 6 hours ! And the work often lasts 14 or 1 5 hours ! In many 
of these glass works, as in the Moscow spinning nulls, the system 
of 6 hours* relays is in force. “ During the working part of the 
week six hours is the utmost unbroken period ever attained at any 
one time for rest, and out of this has to come the tunc spent m 
coming and going to and from work, washing, dressing, and meals, 
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SECTION 5. — THE STRUGGLE FOR A NORMAL WORKING 
DAY. COMPULSORY LAWS FOR THE EXTENSION OF 
THE WORKING DAY FROM THE MIDDLE OF THE 
I4TH TO THE END OF THE I7TH CENTURY 

“ What is a working day ; What is the length of 
time during which capital may consume the labour- 
power whose daily value it buys ? How far may the 
working day be extended beyond the working-time 
necessary for the reproduction of labour-power 
itself ; ” It has been seen that to these questions capital 
replies : the working day contains the fuU 24 hours, 
with the deduction of the few hours of repose without 
which labour-power absolutely refuses its services 
again. Hence it is sel^evident that the labourer is 

leaving a very short period indeed for rest, and none for fresh air 
and play, unless at the expense of the sleep necessary for young 
boys, especially at such hot and fatiguing work. . . . Even the 
short sleep is obviously liable to be broken by a boy having to wake 
himself if it is night, or by the noise, if it is day.” Mr. White gives 
cases where a boy worked 36 consecutive hours ; others where 
boys of 12 drudged on until 3 in the morning, and then slept in 
the works till 5 a. m. (3 hours !) only to resume their work. “ The 
amount of work,” say Tremenheere and Tufhell, who drafted the 
general report, “ done by boys, youths, girls, and women, in the 
course of their daily or nightly spell of labour, is certainly extra- 
ordinary.” — ( 1 . c., xliii. and xliv.) Meanwhile, late by night perhaps, 
self-denying Mr. Glass-Capital, primed with port-wine, reels out 
of his club homeward droning out idiotically, “ Britons never, never 
shall be slaves ! ” 
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tiotliing else, his whole life through, than labour- 
power, that therefore all his disposable time is by 
nature and law labour-time, to be devoted to the 
self" expansion of capital. Time for education, for 
intellectual development, for the fulfilling of social 
functions and for social intercourse, for the free play 
of his bodily and mental activity, even the rest time 
of Sunday (and tliat in a country of Sabbatarians !) ^ 
— moonshine ! But in its blind unrestrainable passion, 
its were-wolf hunger for surplus-labour, capital over- 
steps not only the moral, but even the merely physical 
maximum bounds of the working day. It usurps the 
time for growth, development, and healthy main- 
tenance of the body. It steals the time required for the 
consumption of fresh air and sunlight. It higgles over 

^ In England even now occasionally in rural districts a labourer 
is condemned to imprisonment for desecrating the Sabbath, by 
working in his front garden. The same labourer is punished for 
breach of contract if he remains away from his metal, paper, or 
glass works on the Sunday, even if it be from a religious whim. The 
orthodox Parliament will hear nothing of Sabbath-breaking if it 
occurs in the process of expanding capital. A memorial (August 
1863), in which the London day-labourers in fish and poultry shops 
asked for the abolition of Sunday labour, states that their work 
lasts for the first 6 days of the week on an average 15 hours a-day, 
and on Sunday 8-10 hours. From this same memorial we learn 
also that the delicate gourmands among the aristocratic hypocrites 
of Exeter Hall, especially encourage this “ Sunday labour,” ^ These 

holy ones,” so zealous in aite ammda, show their Christianity by 
the humility with which they bear the overwork, tlie privations, 
and the hunger of others. Ohsequium ventris istis (the labourers) jper^ 
nidosius esL 
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a meal-time, incorporating it wliere possible with the 
process of production itself, so that food is given to 
the labourer as to a mere means of production, as coal 
is supplied to the boiler, grease and oil to the machinery. 

It reduces the sound sleep needed for the restoration, 
reparation, refreshment of the boMy powers to just 
so many hours of torpor as the revival of an organism, 
absolutely exhausted, renders essential. It is not the 
normal maintenance of the labour-power which is to 
determine the limits of the working day ; it is the 
greatest possible daily expenditure of labour-power, 
no matter how diseased, compulsory, and painful it 
may be, which is to determine Ae limits of the 
labourers’ period of repose. Capital cares nothing 
for the length of life of labour-power. AH that 
concerns it is simply and solely the maximum of 
labour-power, that can be rendered fluent in a work- 
ing day. It attains this end by shortening the extent 
of the labourer’s Hfe, as a greedy farmer snatches 
increased produce from the soil by robbing it of its 

fertility. ^ i • / 

The capitalistic mode of production (essentially the 
production of surplus-value, the absorption of surplus- 
labour), produces thus, with the extension of the 
working day, not only the deterioration of human 
labour-power by robbing it of its normal, moral and 
physical, conditions of development and function. It 
produces also the premature exhaustion and death of 
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this labour-power itself.^ It extends the labourers 
time of production during a given period by shortening 
his actual litctinic. 

But the value of the labour-power includes the 
value of the commodities necessary for the repro- 
duction of the worker, or for the keeping up of the 
working class. If then the unnatural extension of the 
working day, that capital necessarily strives after in 
its unmeasured passion for self-expansion, shortens 
the length of life of the individual labourer, and there- 
fore tire duration of his labour-power, the forces used 
up have to be replaced at a more rapid rate and the 
sum of the expenses for the reproduction of labour- 
power will be greater ; just as in a machine tlie part 
of its value to be reproduced every day is greater die 
more rapidly the machine is worn out. It would 
seem therefore that the interest of capital itself points 
in the direction of a normal working day. 

The slave-owner buys his labourer as he buys his 
horse. If he loses his slave, he loses capital that can 
only be restored by new outlay in the slave-mart. 
But “ the ricc-grouuds of Georgia, or the swamps of 
the Mississippi may be fatally injurious to the human 
constitution ; but the waste of hmmm life wliich the 

^ “We have given in our previous reports the statements of 
several experienced manufacturers to the effect that over-hours . . . 
certainly tend prematurely to exliaust the working power of tli'e 
iiicn.” — (L c., 64, p. xiii.) 
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cultivation of these districts necessitates, is not so 
o-reat that it cannot be repaired from the teeming 
preserves of Virginia and Kentucky. Considerations of 
economy, moreover, which, under a natural system, 
afford some security for humane treatment by identify- 
ing tire master’s interest with the slave’s preservation, 
when once trading in slaves is practised, become 
reasons for racking to the uttermost the toil of the 
slave ; for, when his place can at once be supphed 
from foreign preserves, the duration of his hfe becomes 
a matter of less moment than its productiveness while 
it lasts. It is accordingly a maxim of slave manage- 
ment, in slave-importing countries, that the most 
effective economy is that which takes out of the 
human chattel in the shortest space of time the utmost 
amount of exertion it is capable of putting forth. It 
is in tropical culture, where annual profits often equal 
the whole capital of plantations, that negro life is 
most recklessly sacrificed. It is die agriculmre of the 
West Indies, wliich has been for centuries proHfic of 
fabulous wealth, that has engulfed millions of the 
African race. It is in Cuba, at this day, whose rev- 
enues are reckoned by milhons, and whose planters 
are princes, that we see in the servile class, the coarsest 
fare, the most exhausting and unremitting tod, and 
even the absolute destruction of a portion of its 
numbers every year.” ^ 

1 Cairncs, The Slave Power, pp. no, ill. 
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Mutate nomine de tc fabul a narratur. For slave-trade 
read labour-market, for Kentucky and Virginia, Ire- 
land and the agricultural districts of England, Scotland, 
and Wales, for Africa, Germany. Wc heard how over- 
work thinned the ranks of the bakers in London. 
Nevertheless, the London labour-market is always 
overstocked with German and other candidates for 
death in the bakeries. Pottery, as wc saw, is one of 
the sliortcst-lived industries. Is there any want there- 
fore of potters ? Josiah Wedgwood, the inventor of 
modern pottery, himself originally a common work- 
man, said in 1785 before the House of Commons that 
the whole trade employed from 15,000 to 20,000 
people.^ In the year 1861 the population alone of the 
town centres of this industry in Great Britain num- 
bered 101,302. The cotton trade has existed for 
ninety years. ... It has existed for tliree generations 
of the English race, and I believe I may safely say 
that during that period it lias destroyed nine genera- 
tions of factory operatives.” - 

No doubt in certain epochs of feverish activity the 
labour-market shows significant gaps. In 1834, e.g. 
But then the manufacturers proposed to the Poor 
Law Commissioners that they sliould send the ‘‘ sur- 
plus-population ” of the agricultural districts to the 

' John Ward, History oftlw Borough of Stoke-upoti-Tn'iit, London, 
1843, p. 42. 

“ Ferrand’s Speech in the House of Commons, 27th April, 1863. 
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north, with the explanation “ that the manufacturers 
would absorb and use it up.” ^ “ Agents were ap- 

pointed with the consent of the Poor Law Com- 
missioners. . . . An ofEce was set up in Manchester, 
to which lists were sent of those workpeople in the 
agricultural districts wanting employment, and their 
names were registered in books. The manufacturers 
attended at these offices, and selected such persons as 
they chose ; when they had selected such persons as 
their ‘ wants required,’ they gave instructions to have 
them forwarded to Manchester, and they were sent, 
ticketed like bales of goods, by canals, or with carriers, 
others tramping on the road, and many of them were 
found on the way lost and half-starved. This system 
had grown up into a regular trade. This House will 
hardly beheve it, but I tell them, that this traffic in 
human flesh was as well kept up, they were in effect 
as regularly sold to these [Manchester] manufacturers 
as slaves are sold to the cotton-grower in the United 
States. ... In i860, ‘ the cotton trade was at its zenith.’ 

. . The manufacturers again found that they were 
short of hands. . . . They applied to the ‘ flesh agents,’ 
as they are called. Those agents sent to the southern 
downs of England, to the pastures of Dorsetshire, to 
the glades of Devonshire, to the people tending kine 
in Wiltshire, but they sought in vain. The surplus- 

1 “ Those were the very words iised by the cotton manu- 
facturers,” 1. c. 


307 



Karl Marx 


opulation was " absorbed.’ ” The Bury Guardian 
iid, on the completion of the French treaty, that 

10,000 additional hands could be absorbed by Lanca- 
[lire, and that 30,000 or 40,000 will be needed.” 
^fter the “ flesh agents and sub-agents ” had in vain 
DUght through the agricultural districts, a deputation 
ame up to London, and waited on the right hon. 
entleman [Mr. ViUiers, President of die Poor Law 
bard] with a view of obtaining poor children from 
ertain union houses for the mills of Lancashire.” ^ 

^ 1 . c., Mr. ViUiers, despite the best of intentions on his part, was 
legally ” obliged to refuse the requests of the inanufacturers. 
hese gentlemen, however, attained their end through the obUging 
ature of the local poor law boards. Mr. A. Redgrave, Inspector 
f Factories, asserts that this time the system under which orphans 
ad pauper children were treated “ legally ” as apprentices “ was 
ot accompanied with the old abuses ” (on these “ abuses ’’ see 
ngels, 1. c.), although in one case there certainly was “ abuse of 
lis system in respect to a number of girls and young women 
rought from the agricultural districts of Scotland into Lancashire 
id Cheshire.” Under this system the manufacturer entered into 
contract with the workhouse authorities for a certain period. He 
id, clothed, and lodged the children, and gave them a small allow- 
icc of money. A remark of Mr. Redgrave to be quoted directly 
iems strange, especially if we consider that even among the years 
f prosperity of the English cotton trade, the year 1S60 stands 
nparalleled, and that, besides, wages were exceptionally high, 
or this extraordinary demand for work had to contend with the 
epopulation of Ireland, with unexampled emigration from the 
nglish and Scotch agricultural districts to Australia and America, 
nth an actual diminution of the population in some of the English 
^ricultural districts, in consequence partly of an actual breakdown 
f the vital force of the labourers, partly of the already effected 
ispersion of the disposable population through the dealers in human 
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Wliat experience shows to the capitaHst generally is 
a constant excess of population, /.e., an excess in 
relation to the momentary requirements of surplus- 
labour-absorbing capital, although dais excess is made 
up of generations of human beings stunted, short- 
lived, swiftly replacing each other, plucked, so to say, 

flesh. Despite all this Mr. Redgrave says : “ This kind of labour, 
however, would only be sought after when none other could be 
procured, for it is a high-priced labour. The ordinary wages of 
a boy of 13 would be about 4s. per week, but to lodge, to clothe, 
to feed, and to provide medical attendance and proper super- 
intendence for 50 or 100 of these boys, and to set aside some re- 
muneration for them, could not be accomplished for 4s. a head per 
week.” — (Report of the Inspector of Factories for ^oth Aprils i860, 
p. 27.) Mr. Redgrave forgets to tell us how the labourer himself 
can do all this for his children out of their 4s. a week wages, when 
the manufacturer cannot do it for the 50 or 100 children lodged, 
boarded, superintended all together. To guard against false con- 
clusions from the text, I ought here to remark that the English 
cotton industry, since it was placed under the Factory Act of 1850 
with its regulations of labour-time, 8zc., must be regarded as the 
model industry of England. The English cotton operative is in 
every respect better ofi:' than his continental companion in misery. 
“ The Prussian factory operative labours at least ten hours per week 
more than his English competitor, and if employed at his own loom 
in his own house, his labour is not restricted to even those additional 
hours.’* — (Rep. of Insp. of Fact., Oct. 183^, p. 103.) Redgrave, 
the Factory Inspector mentioned above, after the Industrial Ex- 
hibition in 185 T, travelled on the Continent, especially in France and 
Germany, for the purpose of inquiring into the conditions of the 
factories. Of the Prussian operative he says : “ He receives a 
remuneration sufficient to procure the simple fare, and to supply the 
slender comforts to which he has been accustomed ... he lives 
upon his coarse fare, and works hard, wherein his position is 
subordinate to that of the English operative.” — (Rep. of Insp. of 
Fact., 31st Oct., 2^55, p. 85.) 
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before maturity.^ And, indeed, experience shows to 
the intelligent observer with what swiftness and grip 
the capitalist mode of production, dating, historically 
speahbg, only from yesterday, has seized the vital 
power of the people by the very root — shows how 
the degeneration of the industrial population is only 
retarded by the constant absorption of primitive and 
physically uncorrupted elements from the country — 
shows how even the country labourers, in spite of 
fresh air and the principle of natural selection, that 
works so powerfully amongst them, and only permits 
the survival of the strongest, are already beginning 
to die offA Capital that has such good reasons for 
denying the sufferings of the legions of workers that 
surround it, is in practice moved as much and as little 

^ The overworked “ die off with strange rapidity ; but the places 
of those who perish are instantly jSlled, and a frequent change of 
persons makes no alteration in the scene.’ ^ — {Ett^land and America, 
London, 1833, voL i,, p. 55. By E. G. Wakefield.) 

- See Public Health : Sixth Report of the Medical Officer of the 
Privy Council^ 1863. Published in London, 1864. This report 
deals especially with the agricultural labourers. “ Sutherland . . . 
is commonly represented as a highly improved county . . . but 
. . . recent inquiry has discovered that even there, in districts 
once famous for fine men and gallant soldiers, the inhabitants have 
degenerated into a meagre and stunted race. In the healthiest 
situations, on hillsides fironting the sea, the faces of their famished 
children are as pale as they could be in the foul atmosphere of a 
London alley.’* — (W. T. Thornton, “Over-population and its 
Remedy,” 1 . c., pp. 74, 75.) They resemble in fact the 30,000 
“ gallant HigWanders ” whom Glasgow pigs together in its wynds 
and closes, with prostitutes and thieves. 
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by the sight of the coming degradation and final 
depopulation of the human race, as by the probable 
fall of the earth into the sun. In every stock-jobbing 
swindle every one knows that some time or other 
the crash must come, but every one hopes that it may 
fall on the head of Iris neighbour, after he himself has 
caught the shower of gold and placed it in safety. 
Apr^s moi le deluge ! is the watchword of every 
capitalist and of every capitalist nation. Hence 
Capital is reckless of the health or length of life of the 
labourer, unless under compulsion from society.^ 
To the outcry as to the physical and mental degrada- 
tion, the premature death, die torture of overwork, it 
answers : Ought these to trouble us since they 
increase our profits 5 But looking at things as a 
whole, all this does not, indeed, depend on the 
good or ill will of the individual capitalist. Free 
competition brings out the inlierent laws of capi- 
talist production, in the shape of external coer- 


^ “ But though the health of a population is so important a fact 
of the national capital, we are afraid it must be said that the class of 
employers of labour have not been the most forward to guard and 
cherish this treasure. . . . The consideration of the health of the 
operatives was forced upon the millowners.’* — {Times, November 
5th, 1 86 1.) “ The men of the West Riding became the clothiers 
of mankind , . . the health of the workpeople was sacrificed, 
and the race in a few generations must have degenerated. But a 
reaction set in. Lord Shaftesbury’s Bill limited the hours of 
children’s labour,” See . — {Report of the Reoistr(Jr’'GefieraL for 
October iS 6 i.) 
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cive laws having power over every individual capi- 
talistd 

The establishment of a normal working day is the 
result of centuries of struggle between capitahst and 
labourer. The liistory of this struggle shows two 
opposed tendencies. Compare, e.g., the Enghsh 
factory legislation of our time with the Enghsh 
Labour Statutes from the 14th century to well into 
the middle of the i8th.^ Whilst the modern Factory 

^ We, therefore, find, e.g., that in the beginning of 1863, 26 
firms owning extensive potteries in Staffordshire, amongst others, 
Josiah Wedgwood & Sons’ petition in a memorial for “ some legis- 
lative enactment.” Competition with other capitaHsts permits 
them no voluntary limitation of working-time for children, 6cc. 
“ Much as we deplore the evils before mentioned, it would not be 
possible to prevent them by any scheme of agreement between the 
manufacturers. . . . Taking all these points into consideration, we 
have come to the conviction that some legislative enactment is 
wanted.” — {Children's Employment Comm., Rep. 1., i86j, p. 322.) 
Most recently a much more striking example offers. The rise 
in the price of cotton during a penod of feverish activity, had 
induced the manfacturers in Blackburn to shorten, by mutual 
consent, the working-time in their mills during a certain fixed 
period. This period terminated about the end of November, 1871. 
Meanwhile, the wealthier manuEicturers, who combined spinning 
with weaving, used the diminution of production resulting from 
this agreement, to extend their own business and thus to make 
great profits at the expense of the small employers. The latter 
thereupon turned in their extremity to the operatives, urged them 
earnestly to agitate for the 9 hours’ system, and promised contribu- 
tions in money to this end. 

^ The Labour Statutes, the like of which wctq enacted at the same 
time in France, the Netherlands, and elsewhere, were first formally 
repealed in England in 1813, long after the ch s in methods of 
production had rendered them obsolete. 
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Acts compulsorily shortened the working day, the 
earher statutes tried to lengthen it by compulsion. 
Of course the pretensions of capital in embryo — 
when, beginning to grow, it secures the right of 
absorbing a quantum sujfficit of surplus-labour, not 
merely by the force of economic relations, but by 
the help of the State — appear very modest when 
put face to face witli the concessions that, growling 
and struggling, it has to make in its adult condi- 
tion. It takes centuries ere the “ free labourer, 
thanks to the development of capitaHstic produc- 
tion, agrees, fe., is compelled by social conditions, 
to sell the whole of his active life, his very capacity 
for work, for the price of the necessaries of life, 
his birthright for a mess of pottage. Hence it is 
natural that the lengthening of the working day, 
which capital, from the middle of the 14th to the end 
of tire 17th century, tries to impose by State-measures 
on adult labourers, approximately coincides with the 
shortening of the working day which, in the second 
half of the 19th century, has here and there been 
cftccted by the State to prevent the coining of chil- 
dren’s blood into capital. That which to-day, e,g,, in 
the State of Massachusetts, until recently the freest 
State of the North-American Republic, has been 
proclaimed as the statutory limit of the labour of 
children under 12, was in England, even in the middle 
of die 17th cv. ry, the normal working day of able- 
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bodied, artizans, robust labourers, athletic black- 
smithsd 

The first “ Statute of Labourers ” (23 Edward III., 
1349) found its immediate pretext (not its cause, for 
legislation of this kind lasts centuries after the pretext 
for it has disappeared) in the great plague that deci- 
mated the people, so that, as a Tory writer says, 
“ The difficulty of getting men to work on reasonable 
terms {i.e., at a price that left their employers a reason- 
able quantity of surplus-labour) grew to such a height 
as to be quite intolerable.” ® Reasonable wages were, 

^ “ No child under 12 years of age shall be employed in any 
manufacturing establishment more than 10 hours in one day.”- — 
General Statutes of Massachusetts, 63, ch. 12. (The various Statutes 
were passed between 1836 and 1858.) “ Labour performed during 
a period of 10 hours on any day in all cotton, woollen, silk, paper, 
glass, and flax factories, or in manufactories of iron and brass, shall 
be considered a legal day’s labour. And be it enacted, that hereafter 
no minor engaged in any factory shall be holden or required to 
work more than 10 hours in any day, or 60 hours in any week ; 
and that hereafter no minor shall be admitted as a worker under the 
age of 10 years in any factory within this State.” State of New 
Jersey. An Act to limit the hours of labour, &:c., 61 and 62. (Law 
of nth March, 1S55.) “ No minor who has attained the age of 12 
years, and is under the age of 15 years, shall be employed in any 
manufacturing establishment more than ii hours in any one day, 
nor before 5 o’clock in the morning, nor after 7.30 in the evening.” 
— (“ Revised Statutes of the State of Rhode Island,” &c., ch. 39, 
§33, 1st July, 1857.) 

2 Sophisms of Free Trade, 7th Ed., London, 1850, p. 205 ; 9th 
Ed., p. 253. This same Tory, moreover, admits that “Acts of 
Parliament regulating wages, but against the labourer and in favour 
of the master, lasted for the long period of 464 years. Population 
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therefore, fixed by law as well as the hmits of the 
working day. The latter point, the only one that here 
interests us, is repeated in die Statute of 1496 (Henry 
VIII.). The working day for all artificers and field- 
labourers from March to September ought, according 
to diis statute (which, however, could not be enforced), 
to last from 5 in die morning to between 7 and 8 in 
the evening. But the meal rimes consist of i hour 
for breakfast, hours for dinner, and ^ an hour for 
‘‘ noon-meate,” i,e., exactly twice as much as under the 
factory acts now in force.^ In winter, work was to 
last from 5 in the morning until dark, with the same 
intervals. A statute of Elizabeth of 1562 leaves the 
length of the working day for all labourers ‘‘ hired for 
daily or weekly wage ” untouched, but aims at limiting 
the intervals to 2| hours in the summer, or to 2 in the 
winter. Dinner is only to last i hour, and the ‘‘ after- 

grew. These laws were then found, and really became, unnecessary 
and burdensome.” — (1. c., p. 206.) 

^ In reference to this statute, J. Wade with truth remarks : 
** From the statement above (i.e., with regard to the statute) it 
appears that in 1496 the diet was considered equivalent to one-third 
of the income of an artificer and one-half the income of a labourer, 
which indicates a greater degree of ind<mcndcnce among the 
working classes than prevails at present ; for the board, both of 
labourers and artificers, would now be reckoned at a much higher 
proportion of their wages.” — (J. Wade, History of the Middle and 
Working Classes, pp. 24, 25 and 577.) The opinion that this difference 
is due to the diherence in the price-relations between food and 
clothing then and now is refuted by the most cursory glance at 
Chronicon Pretiosum, by Bishop Fleetwood, ist Ed., London, 
1707 ; 2nd Ed., London, 1745. 
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noon-sleep of half an hour is only allowed between 
the middle of May and the middle of August. For 
every hour of absence id. is to be subtracted from the 
wage. In practice, however, the conditions were 
much more favourable to die labourers than in the 
statute book. William Petty, the father of political 
economy, and to some extent the founder of Statistics, 
says in a work that he pubHshed in the last third of 
the 17th century : Labouring-men (then meaning 
field-labourers) work 10 hours per diem, and make 
20 meals per week, viz., 3 a day for working days, 
and 2 on Sundays ; whereby it is plain, that if they 
could fast on Fryday nights, and dine in one hour and 
an half, whereas they take two, from eleven to one ; 
thereby this working more, and spending less, 
the above-mentioned (tax) might be raised.” ^ Was 
not Dr. Andrew Ure right in crying down the 12 
hours’ bill of 1833 as a retrogression to the times of 
the dark ages ? It is true, these regulations contained 
in the statute mentioned by Petty, apply also to ap- 
prentices. But the condition of child-labour, even at 
the end of the 17th century, is seen from the following 
complaint : “ ’Tis not their practice (in Germany) 
as with us in this kingdom, to bind an apprentice for 
seven years ; three or four is their common standard : 
and the reason is, because they are educated from their 

^ W. Petty, Political Anatomy of Ireland, Verbimi Sapknti, 1672, 
Ed. 1691, p. 10. 
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cradle to something of employment, which renders 
them the more apt and docile, and consequently the 
more capable of attaining to a ripeness and quicker 
proficiency in business. Whereas our youth, here in 
England, being bred to nodiing before they come to be 
apprentices, make a very slow progress and require 
much longer time wherein to reach the perfection of 
accomphshed artists.” ^ 

^ A Discourse on the necessity of encouraging Mechanick Industry, 
London, 1689, p. 13. Macaulay, who has falsified English history 
in the interest of the Whigs and the bourgeoisie, declares as follows : 
“ The practice of setting children prematurely to work . , . pre- 
vailed in the 17th century to an extent which, when compared 
with the extent of the manufacturing system, seems almost in- 
credible. At Norwich, the chief seat of the clothing trade, a little 
creature of six years old was thought fit for labour. Several writers 
of that time, and among them some who were considered as 
eminently benevolent, mention with exultation the fact that in that 
single city, boys and girls of very tender age create wealth exceeding 
what was necessary for their own subsistence by twelve thousand 
pounds a year. The more carefully we examine the history of the 
past, the more reason shall we find to dissent from those who 
imagine that our age has been fruitful of new social evils. . , . 
That which is new is the intelligence and the humanity which 
remedies them.” — {History of England, vol. i., p. 419.) Macaulay 
might have reported further that “ extremely well-disposed ” 
antis dn commerce in the 17th century, narrate with “ exultation ’* 
how in a poorhouse in Holland a child of four was em- 
ployed, and that this example of vertn misc en pratique^^ 
passes muster in all the humanitarian works, a la Macaulay, to 
the time of Adam Smith. It is true that witli the substitution of 
manufacture for handicrafts, traces of the exploitation of children 
begin to appear. This exploitation existed always to a certain 
extent among peasants, and was the more developed, the heavier 
the yoke pressing on the husbandman. The tendency of capital 
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Still, during the greater part of the i8th century, 
up to the epoch of Modem Industry and machinism, 
capital in England had not succeeded in seizing for 
itself, by the payment of the weekly value of labour- 
power, the whole week of the labourer, with the 
exception, however, of the agricultural labourers. 
The fact that they could live for a whole week on the 
wage of four days, did not appear to the labourers 
a sufficient reason that they should work the other two 
days for the capitahst. One party of English econo- 
mists, in the interest of capital, denounces this obstinacy 
in the most violent manner, another party defends the 
labourers. Let us Hsten, e.^., to the contest between 
Postlethwayt whose Dictionary of Trade then had the 
same reputation as the kindred works of M‘Culloch 
and McGregor to-day, and the author (aheady quoted) 
of the Essay on Trade and Commerce.^ 


is there unmistakably ; but the facts themselves are still as isolated 
as the phenomena of two-headed children. Hence they were noted 
“ with exultation ’’ as especially worthy of remark and as wonders 
by the far-seeing “ amis au cotnmerce,^^ and recommended as models 
for their own time and for posterity. This same Scotch sycophant 
and fine talker, Macaulay, says : “ We hear to-day only of retro- 
gression and see only progress.” What eyes, and especially what 
ears I 

^ Among the accusers of the workpeople, the most angry is the 
anonymous author quoted in the text of An Essay on trade and 
commerce, containing observations on Taxation, &c., London, 1770. 
He had already dealt with this subject in his earlier work : 
Considerations on Taxes, London, 1765. On the same side follows 
Polonius Arthur Young, the unutterable statistical prattler. Among 
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Postletliwayt says among other things : “We can- 
not put an end to those few observations without 
noticing that trite remark in the mouth of too many ; 
that if the industrious poor can obtain enough to 
maintain themselves in five days, they will not work 
the whole six. Whence they infer the necessity of even 
the necessaries of life being made dear by taxes, or 
any other means, to compel the working artisan and 
manufacturer to labour tlie whole six days in the week, 
witliout ceasihg. I must beg leave to differ in senti- 
ment from those great pohticians, who contend for the 
perpetual slavery of the working people of this 
kingdom ; they forget the vulgar adage, all work and 
no play. Have not the English boasted of the in- 
genuity and dexterity of her working artists and manu- 
facturers which have heretofore given credit and 
reputation to British wares in general ? What has 
this been owing to ? To nothing more probably than 
the relaxation of the working people in their own way. 
Were they obliged to toil the year round, the whole 
six days in tlie week, in a repetition of die same work, 

the defenders of the working classes the foremost are : Jacob Vander- 
lint, in, Money answers all tinners, London, 1734 ; the Rev. 
Nathaniel Forster, D.D., in An Enquiry into the Causes of the Present 
Price of Provisions, London, 1766 ; Dr. Price, and especially Postle- 
thwayt, as well in the supplement to his Universal Dictionary of 
Trade and Commerce, as in his Great Britain's Conmerical Interest 
explained and improved, snd Edition, 1755. The facts themselves 
are confirmed by many other writers of the time, among others by 
Josiah Tucker. 
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might it not blunt their ingenuity, and render them 
stupid instead of alert and dexterous ; and might not 
our workmen lose their reputation instead of main- 
taining it by such eternal slavery ? . . . And what sort 
of workmanship could we expect from such hard- 
driven animals ? . . . Many of them will execute as 
much work in four days as a Frenchman will in five 
or six. But if Englishmen are to be eternal drudges, 
his to be feared they will degenerate below the 
Frenchmen. As our people are famed for bravery in 
war, do we not say that it is owing to good English 
roast beef and pudding in their beUies, as well as their 
constitutional spirit of liberty ? And why may not 
the superior ingenuity and dexterity of our artists and 
manufactures be owing to that freedom and liberty 
to direct themselves in their ovm way, and I hope 
we shall never have them deprived of such privileges 
and that good hving from whence their ingenuity 
no less than their courage may proceed.” ^ Thereupon 
the author of the Essay on Trade and Commerce replies : 
“ If the making of every seventh day an holiday is 
supposed to be of divine institution, as it implies the 
appropriating the other six days to labour ” (he means 
capital as we shall soon see) “ surely it will not be 
thought cruel to enforce it. . , . That mankind in 
general, are naturally inclined to ease and indolence, 
we fatally experience to be true, from die conduct of 
^ Postlethwayt, 1 . c., “ First Preliminary Discourse,” p. 14. 
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our manufacturing populace, who do not labour, upon 
an average, above four days in a week, unless pro- 
visions happen to be very dear. . . . Put all the neces- 
saries of the poor under one denomination ; for 
instance, call them all wheat, or suppose that . . . the 
bushel of Avheat shall cost five shillings and that he 
(a manufacturer) earns a slhlling by his labour, he 
then would be obHged to work five days only in a 
week. If the bushel of wheat should cost but four 
shillings, he would be obliged to work but four days ; 
but as wages in this kingdom are much higher in 
proportion to the price of necessaries . . . the manu- 
facturer, who labours four days, has a surplus of 
money to Hve idle with the rest of the week. ... I 
hope I have said enough to make it appear that the 
moderate labour of six days in a week is no slavery. 
Our labouring people do this, and to all appearance 
arc the happiest of all our labouring poor,^ but the 
Dutch do this in manufactures, and appear to be a 
very happy people. The French do so, when holidays 
do not intervene.- But our populace have adopted 
a notion, that as Englishmen they enjoy a birthright 
privilege of being more free and independent than in 

^ An Essay, &c. He himself relates on p. 96 wherein the “ happi- 
ness ” of the English agricultural labourer already in 1770 consisted. 
“ Their powers arc always upon the stretch, they cannot live cheaper 
than they do, nor work harder.” 

“ Protestantism, by changing almost all the traditional holidays 
into workdays, plays an important part in the genesis of capital. 
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any country in Europe. Now this idea, as far as it may 
affect the bravery of our troops, may be of some use ; 
but the less the manufacturing poor have of it, cer- 
tainly the better for themselves and for the State. 
The labouring people should never think themselves 
independent of their superiors. ... It is extremely 
dangerous to encourage mobs in a commercial state 
like ours, where, perhaps, seven parts out of eight of 
the whole, are people with little or no property'. 
The cure will not be perfect, till our manufacturing 
poor are contented to labour six days for the same 
sum which they now earn in four days.” ^ To this end, 
and for “ extirpating idleness, debauchery and excess,” 
promoting a spirit of industry, “ lowering the price 
of labour in our manufactories, and easing the lands 
of the heavy burden of poor’s rates,” our “ faithful 
Eckart ” of capital proposes this approved device : 
to shut up such labourers as become dependent on 
public support, in a word, paupers, in “an ideal 
workhouse.” Such ideal workhouse must be made a 
“ House of Terror,” and not an.asylum for the poor, 
“ where they are to be plentifully fed, warmly and 
decently clothed, and where they do but Httle work.” - 
In this “ House of Terror,” this “ ideal workhouse, 

^ An Essay, &c., pp. 15, 41, 96, 97, 55, 57, 69.— Jacob Vaiidcrlint, 
as early as 1734, declared that the secret of the outcry of the capi- 
talists as to the laziness of the working people was simply that they 
claimed for the same wages 6 days’ labour instead of 4. 

“ 1. c., p. 242. 
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the poor shall work 14 hours in a day, allowing 
proper time for meals, in such manner that there shall 
remain 12 hours of neat-labour.” ^ 

Twelve working hours daily in the Ideal Work- 
house, m the “ House of Terror ” of 1770 ! 63 years 
later, in 1833, when the EngHsh Parliament reduced 
the working day for children of 13 to 18, in four 
branches of industry to 12 full hours, the judgment 
day of EngHsh Industry had dawned ! In 1852, 
when Louis Bonaparte sought to secure his position 
with the bourgeoisie by tampering with the legal 
working day, the French people cried out with one 
voice “ the law tliat Emits the working day to 12 
hours is the one good tliat has remained to us of the 
legislation of the Repubhe ! ” ^ At Zurich the 
work of children over 10, is Hmited to 12 hours ; 
in Aargau in 1862, the work of cluldren between 

^ 1 . c, “ The French,*’ he says, ‘‘ laugh at our enthusiastic ideas 
of liberty” (1. c., p. 78). 

^ “ They especially objected to work beyond the 12 hours per 
day, because the law which fixed those hours, is the only good 
which remains to them of the legislation of the Republic.” — {Rep, 
of Insp. of Fact,^ 31st October, 1836, p. 80.) The French Twelve 
hours^ Bill of September 5th, 1850, a bourgeois edition of the decree 
of the Provisional Government of March 2nd, 1848, holds in 
all workshops without exceptions. Before this law the working 
day in France was without definite limit. It lasted in the factories 
14, 15, or more hours. See Des classes onvrikes m France, 
pendant Vannde 184$, par M. Blanqui. M. Blanqui the economist, 
not the Revolutionist, had been entrusted by the Government 
with an inquiry into the condition of the working class. 
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13 and 16, was reduced from 12^ to 12 hours ; 
in Austria in i860, for cliildren between 14 and 
16, the same reduction was maded “ What a 
progress,” since 1770 ! Macaulay would shout with 
exultation ! 

The “ House of Terror ” for paupers of wliich the 
capitalistic soul of 1770 only dreamed, was realized 
a few years later in the shape of a gigantic “ Work- 
house ” for the industrial worker himself It is called 
the Factory. And the ideal this time fades before the 
reahty. 


SECTION 6 . — THE STRUGGLE FOR THE NORMAL WORKING 
DAY. COMPULSORY LIMITATION BY LAW OF THE 
WORKING-TIME. THE ENGLISH FACTORY ACTS, 
1833 TO 1S64 

After capital had taken centuries m extending the 
worldng day to its normal maximum limit, and then 

^ Belgium is the model bourgeois state in regard to the regulation 
of the working day. Lord Howard of Welden, English Plenipo- 
tentiary at Brussels, reports to the Foreign Office, May I3th, 1862 : 
“ M. Rogier, the minister, informed me that childrcrfs labour is 
limited neither by a general law nor by any local regulations ; 
that the Government, during the last three years, intended in every 
session to propose a bill on the subject, but always found an in- 
superable obstacle in the jealous opposition to any legislation in 
contradiction with the principle of perfect freedom of labour.” 
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beyond diis to the limit of the natural day of 12 hours/ 
there followed on the birth of maclhnism and modem 
industry in the last third of the i8th century, a violent 
encroachment like that of an avalanche in its intensity 
and extent. All bounds of morals and nature, age and 
sex, day and night, were broken down. Even the 
ideas of day and night, of rustic simplicity in the old 
statutes, became so confused tliat an English judge, as 
late as i860, needed a quite Talmudic sagacity to 
explain “judicially” what was day and what was 
night .2 Capital celebrated its orgies. 

As soon as the working class, stunned at first by 
the noise and turmoil of the new system of production, 
recovered, in some measure, its senses, its resistance 
began, and first in the native land of machinism, in 
England. For 30 years, however, the concessions 

^ It is certainly much to be regretted that any class of persons 
should toil 12 hours a day, which, including the time for their meals 
and for going to and returning from their work, amounts, in fact, 
to 14 of the 34 hours, . . . Without entering into the question of 
health, no one will hesitate, I tliink, to admit that, in a moral point 
of vicuf, so entire an absorption of the time of the working classes, 
without intermission, from the early age of 13, and in trades not 
subject to restriction, much younger, must be extremely prejudicial, 
and is an evil greatly to be deplored. . . . For the sake, therefore, 
of public morals, of bringing up an orderly population, and of 
giving the great body of the people a reasonable enjoyment of life, 
it is much to be desired that in all trades some portion of every 
working day should be reserved for rest and leisure.” — (Leonard 
Horner in Reports of Insp, of Fact.^ Dec., 1641.) 

2 Sec “Judgment of Mr. J. H. Otwey, Belfast. Hilary Sessions, 
County Antrim, i860.” 
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conquered by the workpeople were purely nominal. 
Parliament passed 5 Labour Laws between 1802 and 
1833, but was shrewd enough not to vote a penny for 
their carrying out, for the requisite officials, &c.^ 
They remained a dead letter. “ The fact is, that 
prior to the Act of 1833, young persons and children 
were worked all night, all day, or both ad lihitum.” ^ 
A normal working day for modem industry only 
dates from the Factory Act of 1833, which included 
cotton, wool, flax, and sflk factories. Notliing is 
more characteristic of the spirit of capital than the 
liistory of the English Factory Acts from 1833 to 1864. 

The Act of 1833 declares the ordinary factory work- 
ing day to be from half-past five in the morning to 
half-past eight in the evening, and within these limits, a 
period of 15 hours, it is lawful to employ young persons 
{i.e., persons between 13 and 18 years of age), at any 

^ It is very characteristic of the regime of Louis Philippe, the 
bourgeois king, that the one Factory Act passed during his reign, 
that of March 22nd, 184.1, was never put in force. And this law 
only dealt with child-labour. It fixed 8 hours a day for children 
between 8 and 12, 12 hours for children between 12 and 16, Arc., 
with many exceptions which allow night-work even for children 
8 years old. The supervision and enforcement of this law are, in 
a country where every mouse is under police administration, left 
to the good-will of the amis du commerce. Only since 1853, in one 
single department — the Department du Nord — has a paid govern- 
ment inspector been appointed. Not less characteristic of the devel- 
opment of French society, generally, is the fact, that Louis Philippe^s 
law stood solitary among the all-embracing mass of French laws, 
till the Revolution of 1848. 

^ Report of Imp. of Fact., 30th April, i860, p. 50. 
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time of the day, provided no one individual young 
person should work more than 12 hours in any one day, 
except in certain cases especially provided for. The 
6th section of the Act provided : “ That there shall be 
allowed in the course of every day not less tlian one 
and a half hours for meals to every such person 
restricted as hereinbefore provided.” The employ- 
ment of children under 9, with exceptions mentioned 
later, was forbidden ; the work of children between 
9 and 13 was Hmited to 8 hours a day, night-work, 
i.e., according to this Act, work between 8.30 p.m. 
and 5.30 a.m., was forbidden for all persons between 
9 and 18. 

The law-makers were so far from wishing to trench 
on the freedom of capital to exploit adult labour- 
power, or, as they called it, “ the freedom of labour,” 
that diey created a special system in order to prevent 
the Factory Acts from having a consequence so 
outrageous. 

“ The great evil of the factory system as at present 
conducted,” says the first report of the Central Board 
of the Commission of June 28tla, 1833, “ has appeared 
to us to be that it entails the necessity of continuing 
the labour of children to the utmost length of that of 
the adults. The only remedy for dais evil, short of the 
limitation of the labour of adults, which would, in 
our opinion, create an evd greater than that which is 
sought to be remedied, appears to be the plan of 
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working double sets of children.” Under the name 

of System of Relays, this ‘‘ plan ” was therefore carried 
out, so that, e.g., from 5.30 a.m. until 1.30 in the 
afternoon, one set of children between 9 and 13, and 
from 1.30 p.m. to 8.30 in the evening another set 
were put to,” &c. 

Ill order to reward the manufacturers for having, 
in the most barefaced way, ignored all the Acts as to 
children’s labour passed during the last twenty-two 
years, tlie pill was yet furtlier gdded for them. Parlia- 
ment decreed that after March ist, 1834, no child 
under ii, after March ist, 1835, no cliild under 12, 
and after March ist, 1836, no child under 13, was to 
work more than eight hours in a factory. This 
“ liberalism,” so full of consideration for “ capital,” 
was the more noteworthy as, Dr. Farre, Sir A. Carlisle, 
Sir B. Brodie, Sir C. Bell, Mr. Guthrie, &c., in a 
word, the most distinguished physicians and surgeons 
in London, had declared in their evidence before the 
House of Commons, that there was danger in delay. 
Dr. Farre expressed himself still more coarsely : 

Legislation is necessary for the prevention of death, 
in any form in which it can be prematurely inflicted, 
and certainly this (z.e., the factory mediod) must be 
viewed as a most cruel mode of inflicting it.” 

That same reformed ” Parliament, which in its 
delicate consideration for the manufacturers, con- 
demned children under 13, for years to come, to 72 
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hours of work per week in the Factory Hell, on the 
other hand, in the Emancipation Act, which also 
administered freedom drop by drop, forbade the 
planters, from the outset, to work any negro slave 
more than 45 hours a week. 

But in no wise conciliated, capital now began a 
noisy agitation that went on for several years. It 
turned chiefly on the age of those who, under the 
name of children, were Hmited to 8 hours’ work, and 
were subject to a certain amount of compulsory 
education. According to capitaHstic anthropology, 
the age of childhood ended at 10, or at the outside, 
at II. The more nearly the time approached for the 
coming into full force of the Factory Act, the fatal 
year 1836, the more wildly raged the mob of manu- 
facturers. They managed, in fact, to intimidate the 
government to such an extent that in 1835 it proposed 
to lower the limit of the age of childhood from 13 
to 13 . In the meantime the pressure from without 
grew more threatening. Courage failed the House 
of Commons. It refused to throw children of 13 
under the Juggernaut Car of capital for more than 8 
hours a day, and the Act of 1833 came into full 
operation. It remained unaltered until June, 1844. 

In tlic ten years during which it regulated factory 
work, first in part, and dien entirely, the official 
reports of the factory inspectors teem with complaints 
as to the impossibility of putting the Act into force. 
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As the law of 1833 left it optional with the lords of 
capital during the 15 hours, from 5.30 a.m. to 8.30 p.m., 
to make every “ young person,” and “ every child ” 
begin, break off, resume, or end liis 12 or 8 hours at 
any moment they liked, and also permitted tliem to 
assign to different persons, different times for meals, 
these gentlemen soon discovered a new “ system of 
relays,” by which tire labour-horses were not changed 
at fixed stations, but were constantly re-hamessed at 
changing stations. We do not pause longer on the 
beauty of this system, as we shall have to return to 
it later. But this much is clear at the first glance : 
that this system annulled the whole Factory Act, not 
only in the spirit, but in the letter. How could factory 
inspectors, with this complex book-keeping in respect 
to each individual child or young person, enforce the 
legally determined work-time and the granting of the 
legal meal-times i In a great many of tire factories, 
the old brutalities soon blossomed out again un- 
punished. In an interview with tlie Home Secretary 
(1844), the factory inspectors. demonstrated the im- 
possibihty of any control under die newly invented 
relay system.^ In the meantime, however, circum- 
stances had greatly changed. The factory hands, 
especially since 1838, had made the Ten Hours’ Bill 
their economical, as they had made the Charter their 
pohdcal, election-cry. Some of the manufacturers, 

^ Rept. of Insp. of Fact, 31st October, iS^g, p. 6. 
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even, who had managed their factories in conformity 
with the Act of 1833, overwhelmed ParUament with 
memorials on the immoral competition of their false 
brethren whom greater impudence, or more fortunate 
local circumstances, enabled to break the law. More- 
over, however much the individual manufacturer 
might give the rein to his old lust for gain, the spokes- 
men and political leaders of the manufacmring class 
ordered a change of front and of speech towards the 
workpeople. They had entered upon the contest 
for the repeal of the Corn Laws, and needed the 
workers to help them to victory. They promised, 
therefore, not only a double-sized loaf of bread, but 
the enactment of the Ten Hours’ Bill in the Free 
Trade millennium.^ Thus they still less dared to oppose 
a measure intended only to make the law of 1833 a 
reality. Threatened in their hoHest interest, the rent 
of land, tlae Tories thundered with philanthropic in- 
dignation against the “ nefarious practices ” ^ of their 
foes. 

This was the origin of the additional Factory Act 
of June yth, 1844. It came into effect on September 
loth, 1844. It places under protection a new category 
of workers, viz., the women over 18. They were 

1 Rept. of Insp. of Foct*^ ^ist October^ i$4$y p. 98. 

^ Leonard Homer uses the expression “ nefarious practices ’’ in 
his oifhcial reports . — {Report of Insp, of Fact,, 31st October, i8sg, 
P- 7.) 
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placed in every respect on the same footing as the 
young persons, their work-time limited to twelve 
hours, their night-labour forbidden, &c. For the 
first time, legislation saw itself compelled to control 
directly and officially the labour of adults. In the 
Factory Report of 1844-45, it is said with irony : 
‘‘ No instances have come to my knowledge of adult 
women having expressed any regret at their rights 
being thus far interfered with.’’ ^ The working-time 
of children imder 13 was reduced to 6|-, and in certain 
circumstances to 7 hours a day.^ 

To get rid of the abuses of the “ spurious relay- 
system,” the law established besides others the follow- 
ing important regulations : — “ That the hours of work 
of children and young persons shall be reckoned from 
the time when any child or young person shall begin 
to work in the morning.” So that if A, e,g,y begins 
work at 8 in the morning, and B at 10, B’s work-day 
must nevertlieless end at the same hour as A’s. ‘‘ The 
time shall be regulated by a public clock,” for example, 
the nearest railway clock, by wliich the factory clock 
is to be set. The occupier is to hang up a ‘‘ legible ” 
printed notice stating the hours for the beginning and 
ending of work and tlie times allowed for the several 

1 Rept, &c., 30th Sept, 1844, P- 

2 The Act iUows children to be employed for 10 hours if they 
do not work day after day, but only on alternate days. In tlie main, 
this clause remained inoperative. 
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meals. Children beginning work before 12 noon 
may not be again employed after i p.m. The after- 
noon shift must therefore consist of other cliildren 
than those employed in the morning. Of the hour 
and a half for meal-times, one hour thereof at the 
least shall be given before diree of the clock in the 
afternoon . . . and at the same period of the day. 
No child or young person shall be employed more 
than five hours before i p.m. without an interval for 
meal-time of at least 30 minutes. No child or young 
person [or female] shall be employed or allowed to 
remain in any room in which any manufacturing 
process is then at meal times] carried on,” &c. 

It has been seen that diese minutise, which, with 
military uniformity, regulate by stroke of the clock 
the times, limits, pauses of the work, were not at all 
the products of Parliamentary fancy. They developed 
gradually out of circumstances as natural laws of the 
modem mode of production. Their formulation, 
official recognition, and proclamation by the State, 
were the result of a long struggle of classes. One of 
their first consequences was that in practice the work- 
ing day of the adult males in factories became subject 
to the same limitations, since in most processes of 
production the co-operation of the children, young 
persons, and women is indispensable. On the whole, 
therefore, during die period from 1844 to 1847, 
the 12 hours’ working day became general and uni- 
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form in all branches of industry under the Factory 
Act. 

The manufacturers, however, did not allow this 

progress ” without a compensating retrogression.” 
At their instigation the House of Commons reduced 
the minimum age for exploitable children from 9 to 
8, in order to assure that additional supply of factory 
children which is due to capitahsts, according to 
divine and human law.^ 

The years 1846-47 are epoch-making in the 
economic history of England. The Repeal of the 
Corn Laws, and of the duties on cotton and other raw 
material ; free trade proclaimed as the guiding star of 
legislation ; in a word, the arrival of the millennium. 
On the other hand, in the same years, the Chartist 
movement and the 10 hours’ agitation reached their 
highest point. They found allies in tlie Tories panting 
for revenge. Despite the fanatical opposition of the 
army of perjured Free-traders, with Bright and Cob- 
den at their head, the Ten Hours’ Bill, struggled for so 
long, went through Parliament. 

The new Factory Act of June 8 th, 1847, enacted 
that on July ist, 1847, there should be a preliminary 
shortening of the working day for '' young persons ” 

^ “ As a reduction in their hours of work would cause a larger 
number (of children) to be employed, it was thought that the 
additional supply of children from 8 to 9 years of age would meet 
the increased demand ” (1, c., p. 13). 
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(from 13 to 18), and all females to ii hours, but that 
on May ist, 1848, there should be a definite limitation 
of the working day to 10 hours. In other respects, 
the Act only amended and completed the Acts of 
1833 and 1844. 

Capital now entered upon a preliminary campaign 
order to hinder die Act from coming into full 
force on May ist, 1848. And the workers themselves, 
under the pretence that they had been taught by 
experience, were to help in the destruction of their 
own work. The moment was cleverly chosen. “ It 
must be remembered, too, that there has been more 
than two years of great suffering (in consequence of the 
terrible crisis of 1846-47) among the factory opera- 
tives, from many mills having worked short time, and 
many being altogether closed. A considerable number 
of the operatives must therefore be in very narrow 
circumstances ; many, it is to be feared, in debt ; so 
that it might fairly have been presumed that at the 
present time diey would prefer working the longer 
time, in order to make up for past losses, perhaps to 
pay off debts, or get their furniture out of pawn, 
or replace that sold, or to get a new supply of clothes 
for themselves and their families.” ^ 

The manufacturers tried to aggravate die natural 
effect of these circumstances by a general reduction 
of wages by 10 % . This was done, so to say, to cele- 
^ Rep. of Insp. of Pact., 31st Oct., 1848, p. 16. 
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brate the inauguration of the new Free Trade era. 
Then followed a further reduction of 83 % as soon 
as the working day was shortened to ii, and a reduc- 
tion of double diat amount as soon as it was finally 
shortened to 10 hours. Wherever, therefore, circum- 
stances allowed it, a reduction of wages of at least 
25 % took place.^ Under such favourably prepared 
conditions the agitation among the factory workers 
for the repeal of the Act of 1847 was begun. Neither 
lies, bribery, nor threats were spared in tliis attempt. 
But all was in vain. Concerning the half-dozen 
petitions in wliich workpeople were made to complain 
of ‘‘ their oppression by the Act,” the petitioners 
themselves declared under oral examination, that their 
signatures had been extorted from them. “ They felt 
themselves oppressed, but not exactly by the Factory 
Act.” 2 But if the manufacturers did not succeed in 
making the workpeople speak as they wished, they 
themselves shrieked all the louder in press and Parlia- 
ment in the name of the workpeople. They de- 

^ “ I found that men who had been getting los. a week, had had 
IS. taken off for a reduction in the rate of 10 per cent., and ts. 6d. 
off the remaining 9s. for the reduction in time, together as. 6d., 
and notwiihitanding this, many of them said they would rather 
work 10 hours ” (1. c,). 

2 ‘ Though I signed it [the petition], I said at the time I was 

putting my hand to a wrong thing. ‘ Then why did you put your 
hand to it ? ’ ‘ Because I should have been turned off if I had 
refused.’ Whence it would appear that this petitioner felt liimself 
‘ oppressed,’ but not exactly by the Factory Act ” ( 1 . c,, p. 102). 
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nounced the Factory Inspectors as a kind of revolu- 
tionary commissioners like those of the French 
National Convention ruthlessly sacrificing the un- 
happy factory workers to their humanitarian crotchet. 
This man oeuvre also failed. Factory hispector Leonard 
Horner conducted in liis own person, and through his 
sub-inspectors, many examinations of witnesses in 
die fictorics of Lancashire. About 70 % of the work- 
people examined declared in favour of 10 hours, a 
much smaller percentage in favour of ii, and an alto- 
gether insignificant minority for the old 12 hours.^ 

Another “ friendly ” dodge was to make the adult 
males work 12 to 15 hours, and dien to blazon abroad 
this fact as die best proof of what the proletariat 
desired in its heart of hearts. But the “ ruthless ” 
Factory Inspector Leonard Homer was again to the 
fore. The majority of the “ overtimers ” declared ; 
“ They would much prefer working ten hours for 
less wages, but that dicy had no choice ; that so 
many were out of employment (so many spinners 
getting very low wages by having to work as piecers, 
being unable to do better), that if they refused to 
work the longer time, others would immediately get 
their places, so that it was a question with them of 

^ P. 17, 1 . c. In Mr. Homer’s district 10,270 adult male labourers 
were thus examined in loi factories. Their evidence is to be found 
in the appendix to the Factory Reports for the half-year ending 
October 1848. These examinations furnish valuable material in 
other comicctions also. 
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agreeing to work the long time, or of being thrown 
out of employment altogether.” ^ 

The prehminary campaign of capital thus came to 
grief, and the Ten Hours’ Act came into force May ist, 
1848. But meanwhile the fiasco of the Chartist parry 
whose leaders were imprisoned, and whose organiza- 
tion was dismembered, had shaken the confidence of 
the English working class in its own strength. Soon 
after tliis the June insurrections in Paris and its bloody 
suppression united, in England as on the Continent, 
all fractions of the ruling classes, landlords 'and capital- 
ists, stock-exchange wolves and shop-keepers, Pro- 
tectionists and Free-traders, government and opposi- 
tion, priests and free-thinkers, young whores and old 
nuns, under the common cry for the salvation of 
Property, Religion, the Family and Society. The 
working class was everywhere proclaimed, placed 
under a ban, under a virtual law of suspects. The 
manufacturers had no need any longer to restrain 
themselves. They broke out in open revolt not only 
against the Ten Hours’ Act, but against the whole of 
the legislation that since 1833 had aimed at restricting 
in some measure the “ free ” exploitation of labour- 
power. It was a pro-slavery rebellion in miniature, 

1 1 . c. See the evidence collected by Leonard Homer himself. 
Nos. <59, 70, 71, 73, 93, 93, and thatlcoUected by Sub-Inspector A., 
Nos, SI, 53 , s8, 59 , da. 70, of the Appendix. One manufacturer, 
too, tells the plain truth. See No. 14, and No. 265, 1 . c, 
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carried on for over two years with a cynical reckless- 
ness, a terrorist energy all the cheaper because the 
rebel capitalist risked nothing except the skin of his 
“ hands.” 

To understand that which follows we must remem- 
ber that the Factory Acts of 1833, 1844, and 1847 
were all three in force so far as the one did not amend 
the other : that not one of these limited the working 
day of the male worker over 18, and that since 1833 
the 15 hours from 5.30 a.m. to 8.30 p.m. had remained 
tlie legal “ day,” witliin the limits of which at first 
the 12, and later the 10 hours’ labour of young persons 
and women had to be performed under the prescribed 
conditions. 

The manufacturers began by here and there dis- 
charging a part of, in many cases half of, the young 
persons and women employed by them, and then, 
for the adult males, restoring the almost obsolete 
night-work. The Ten Hours’ Act, they cried, leaves 
no other alternative.^ 

Their second step dealt with the legal pauses for 
meals. Let us hear the Factory Inspectors. “ Since 
the restriction of the hours of work to ten, the factory 
occupiers maintain, although they have not yet 
practically gone the whole length, that supposing 
the hours of work to be from 9 a.m. to 7 p.m., they 
fulfil the provisions of the statutes by allowing an 
1 Reports, &c.fir 3tsi October, 1S48, pp. 133, 134. 
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hour before 9 a.m, and half-an-hour after 7 p.m. 
(for meals). In some cases they now allow an hour, 
or half an hour for dinner, insisting at the same time, 
that they are not bound to allow any part of die 
hour and a half in the course of the factory working- 
day.’’ ^ The manufacturers maintained therefore that 
the scrupulously strict provisions of die Acts of 1844 
with regard to meal-times only gave the operatives 
permission to eat and drink before coming into, and 
after leaving the factory — /.e., at home. And why 
should not the workpeople eat their dinner before 
9 in the morning 5 The crown lawyers, however, 
decided that die prescribed meal-times “ must be in 
the interval during the working hours, and that it 
will not be lawful to work for 10 hours continuously, 
from 9 a.m. to 7 p.m., without any interval.” ^ 

After these pleasant demonstrations, Capital pre- 
luded its revolt by a step which agreed with the letter 
of the law of 1844, and was therefore legal. 

The Act of 1844 certainly prohibited the employ- 
ment after I p.m. of such cliildren, from 8 to 13, as 
had been employed before noon. But it did not 
regulate in any way the 6-| hours’ work of the cliildren 
whose work-time began at 12 midday or later. 
Cliildren of 8 might, if diey began work at noon, 
be employed from 12 to i, i hour ; from 2 to 4 in 

1 Reports, &c,,for ^oth April, 1S4S, p. 47. 

“ Reports, &c., foryist October, 1S48, p. 130. 
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the afternoon, 2 hours ; from 5 to 8.30 in the evening, 
3 1 hours ; in all, the legal 6-|- hours. Or better still. 
Ill order to make their work coincide with that of the 
adult male labourers up to 8.30 p.m., tlie manu- 
facturers only had to give them no work till 3 in the 
aiternoon ; they could then keep them in the factory 
without intermission till 8.30 in the evening. “ And 
it is norv expressly admitted that the practice exists 
in England from the desire of mill-owners to have 
their machinery at work for more than 10 hours a-day, 
to keep the children at work with male adults after 
all the young persons and women have left, and until 
8.30 p.m. , if the factory-owners choose.” ^ Workmen 
and factory inspectors protested on hygienic and 
moral grounds, but Capital answered ; 

“ My deeds upon my head ! I crave the law. 
The penalty and forfeit of my bond.” 

In fret, according to statistics laid before the House 
of Commons on July 36th, 1850, in spite of all protests, 
on July 15th, 1850, 3,742 children were subjected to 
this “ practice ” in 357 factories.® Still, this was not 
enough. The lynx eye of Capital discovered that the 
Act of 1844 did not allow 5 hours’ work before mid- 
day without a pause of at least 30 minutes for refresh- 

^ Reports, S-c, !. c., p, 143. 

® Reports, &C., for 31st October, 1S50, pp. 5, 6. 
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ment, but prescribed nothing of the kind for work 
after niid-day. Therefore, it claimed and obtained 
the enjoyment not only of making clrildren of 8 
drudge without intermission from 2 to 8.30 p.m., 
but also of making them hunger during that time. 

“ Ay, his heart. 

So says the bond.” ^ 

This Shylock-clinging to the letter of the law of 
1844, so far as it regulated children’s labour, was but 
to lead up to an open revolt against the same law, so 
far as it regulated die labour of “ young persons and 
women.” It will be remembered that the abolition 
of the “ false relay system ” was the chief aim and 
object of that law. The masters began their revolt 
"with the simple declaration that the sections of the 

^ The nature of capital remains the same in its developed as in its 
undeveloped form. In the code which the influence of the slave- 
owners, shortly before the outbreak of the American Civil War, 
imposed on the territory of New Mexico, it is said that the 
labourer, in as much as the capitalist has brought his labour- 
power, “ is his (die capitalist's) money." The same view was 
current among the Roman patricians. The money they had ad- 
vanced to the plebeian debtor had been transformed vui the means 
of subsistence into the flesh and blood of the debtor. This “ flesh 
and blood " were, therefore, “ their money,” Hence, the Shylock- 
law of the Ten Tables. Linguct’s hypothesis that the patrician 
creditors from time to time prepared, beyond the Tiber, banquets of 
debtors’ flesh, may remain as undecided as that of Daumcr on the 
Christian Eucharist. 
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Act of 1844 which prohibited the ad libitum use of 
young persons and women in such short fractions of 
the day of 15 hours as the employer chose, were 
“ comparatively harmless ” so long as the work- 
time was fixed at 12 hours. But under the Ten 
Hours’ Act they were a “ grievous hardship.” ^ 
They informed the inspectors in the coolest manner 
that they should place themselves above the letter of 
the law, and re-introduce the old system on their 
own account.^ They were acting in the interests of 
the ill-advised operatives themselves, “ in order to be 
able to pay them higher wages.” “ This was the only 
possible plan by which to maintain, under the Ten 
Hours’ Act, the industrial supremacy of Great Britain.” 
“ Perhaps it may be a little difficult to detect irregu- 
larities imder the relay system ; but what of that ? 
Is the great manufacturing interest of tliis country to 
be treated as a secondary matter in order to save some 
little trouble to Inspectors and Sub-Inspectors of 
Factories ? ” ® 

All these shifts naturally were of no avail. The 
Factory Inspectors appealed to the Law Courts. But 
soon such a cloud of dust in the way of petitions from 
the masters overwhelmed the Home Secretary, Sir 

^ Reports, &c., for 30th April, 1S4S, p. 28. 

“ Thus, among others, l.’hilanthropisc Ashworth to Leonard 
Homer, in a disgusting Quaker letter. {Reports, &c., April, iS^g, 
p. 4 -) ® 1 - C-, p. 140- 
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George Grey, that in a circular of August 5th, 1848, 
he recommends the inspectors not to lay informa- 
tions against mill-owners for a breach of the letter oi 
the Act, or for employment of young persons by 
relays in cases in winch there is no reason to believe 
that such young persons have been actually employed 
for a longer period than that sanctioned by law.” 
Hereupon, Factory Inspector J. Stuart allowed the 
so-called relay system during the 15 hours of the 
factory day throughout Scotland, where it soon 
flourished again as of old. The EngUsh Factory 
Inspectors, on the other hand, declared tliat the Home 
Secretary had no power dictatorially to suspend the 
law, and continued their legal proceedings against 
the pro-slavery rebellion. 

But what was the good of summoning the capitalists 
when the Courts, in this case the country magistrates 
— Cobbett’s Great Unpaid ” — acquitted tliein ? In 
these tribunals, the masters sat in judgment on diem- 
selves. An example. One Eskrigge, cotton-spinner, 
of the firm of Kershaw, Lcese, & Co., had laid before 
the Factory Inspector of his district tlie scheme of a 
relay system intended for his mill. Receiving a re- 
fusal, he at first kept quiet. A few months later, an 
individual named Robinson, also a cotton-spinner, 
and if not his Man Friday, at all events related to 
Eskrigge, appeared before the borough magistrates 
of Stockport on a charge of introducing the identical 
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plan of relays invented by Eskrigge. Four Justices 
sat, among dicm tlirec cotton-spinners, at their head 
this same inevitable Eskrigge. Eskrigge acquitted 
Robinson, and now was of opinion tliat what was 
right for Robinson was fair for Eskrigge. Supported 
by Iris own legal decision, he introduced tire system 
at once into his own factory.^ Of course, the com- 
position of tlris tribunal was in itself a violation of the 
law.**^ These judicial farces, exclaims Inspector 
Howell, “ urgently call for a remedy — either that the 
law should be so altered as to be made to conform 
to these decisions, or that it should be administered 
by a less fallible tribuiral, whose decisions would 
conform to tire law • . . when these cases are brought 
forward. I long for a stipendiary magistrate.” ® 

The Crown lawyers declared the masters’ iirter- 
pretation of the Act of 1848 absurd. But the Saviours 
of Society would not allow themselves to be turned 
from their purpose. Leonard Horner reports, ‘‘ Hav- 
iirg endeavoured to enforce the Act ... by ten prosecu- 
tions ill seven magisterial divisions, and having been 
supported by tire magistrates in one case only, ... 1 

^ Reports^ &c., fir joth April, iS4g, pp. 21, 22. Cf. like ex- 
amples ibid,, pp. 4, 5. 

“ By I. and 11 . Will. IV., ch, 24, s. 10, known as Sir John Hob- 
lioiisc’s Factory Act, it was forbidden to any owner of u cotton- 
spinning or weaving mill, or the father, son, or brc:)ther of such 
owner, to act as Justice of tlic Peace in any inquiries that concerned 
the Factory Act. ^ 1 . c. 
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considered it useless to prosecute more for tliis evasion 
of the law. That part of the Act of 1848 which was 
framed for securing uniformity in the hours of work, 
... is thus no longer in force in my district (Lancashire). 
Neither have the sub-inspectors or myself any means 
of satisfying ourselves, when we inspect a mill working 
by shifts, that the young persons and women are not 
working more than 10 hours a-day. ... In a return of 
the 30th April, ... of mill-owners working by shifts, 
tlie number amounts to 114, and has been for some 
time rapidly increasing. In general, die time of work- 
ing the mill is extended to 13-2- hours, from 6 a.m. 
to 7-|- p.m., ... in some instances it amounts to 15 
hours, from 5§ a.m. to 8 1 p.m.” ^ Already, in 
December, 1848, Leonard Horner had a list of 65 
manufacturers and 29 overlookers who unanimously 
declared that no system of supervision could, under 
this relay system, prevent enormous overwork." 
Now, the same children and young persons were 
shifted from the spinning-room to the weaving-room, 
now, during 15 hours, from one factory to another. 
How was it possible to control a system wliich, 
“ under die guise of relays, is some one of die many 
plans for shuffling ‘ the hands ’ about in endless variety, 
and shifting the hours of work and of rest for different 

^ Reports, &c., for 30th April, 1849, p. 5. 

2 Reports, &c.,for s^st October, 1849, p. 6. 

® Reports, &c,, for 30th April, 1849, p. 21. 
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individuals throughout die day, so that you may 
never have one complete set of hands working to- 
gether in the same room at the same time.” ^ 

But altogether indcpendendy of actual overwork, 
this so-called relay-system was an offspring of capital- 
istic fantasy such as Fourier, in liis humorous sketches 
of “ Courtcs Seances,” has never surpassed, except 
that die “ attraction of labour ” was changed into die 
attraction of capital. Look, for example, at those 
schemes of the masters which die “ respectable ” press 
praised as models of “ what a reasonable degree of 
care and method can accompHsh.” The personnel of 
the workpeople was sometimes divided into firom 
12 to 14 categories, wliich themselves constandy 
changed and rechanged their constiment parts. Dur- 
ing the 15 hours of the factory day, capital dragged 
in die labourer now for 30 minutes, now for an hour, 
and dien pushed him out again, to drag him into die 
factory and to thrust liim out afresh, hounding him 
hidier and thidier, in scattered shreds of rime, without 
ever losing hold of him until the full 10 hours’ work 
was done. As on the stage, die same persons had to 
appear in turns in the different scenes of the different 
acts. But as an actor during the whole course of the 
play belongs to the stage, so the operatives, during 15 
hours, belonged to die factory, without reckoning 
the time for going and coming. Thus the houn of 
^ Reports, &c.,for 1st October, 1S48, p. 93. 
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rest were turned into hours of enforced idleness, 
wliich drove tire youths to the pot-house, and the 
girls to die brothel. At every new trick that the 
capitahst, from day to day, hit upon for keeping liis 
macliinery going 12 or 15 hours ivithout increasing 
die number of liis hands, the worker had to swallow 
his meals now in tliis fragment of time, now in that. 
At the time of the 10 hours’ agitation, the masters 
cried out that the working mob petitioned in the hope 
of obtaining 12 hours’ wages for 10 hours’ work. 
Now they reversed the medal. They paid 10 hours’ 
wages for 12 or 15 hours’ lordship over labour-power.^ 
This was the gist of the matter, this the master’s 
interpretation of the 10 hours’ law ! These v/ere the 
same unctuous free-traders, perspiring with the love 
of humanity, who for full 10 years, during the Anti- 
Corn Law agitation, had preached to the operatives, 
by a reckoning of pounds, shillings, and pence, that 
widi free importation of com, and with the means 
possessed by EngHsh industry, 10 hours’ labour would 
be quite enough to enrich the capitalists.''^ Tliis revolt 
of capital, after two years, was at last crowned with 

^ See Reports, &c., for 30th April, iStfp, p. 6, and the detailed 
explanation of the “ shifting system,” by Factory Inspectors Howell 
and Saunders, in Reports, &c., for 31st October, 1S4S. See also the 
petition to the Queen from the clergy of Ashton and vicinity, 
in the spring of 1849, against the “ shift system.” 

^ Cf, for example, The Factory Question and the Ten Hours' Bill, 
by R. H. Greg, 1837. 
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\ictory by a decision of one of the four highest Courts 
of Justice in England, the Court of Exchequer, which 
in a case brought before it on February 8th, 1850, 
decided that die manufacturers were certainly acting 
against the sense of the Act of 1844, but that this Act 
itself contained certain words diat rendered it mean- 
ingless. “ By diis decision, the Ten Hours’ Act was 
abolished.” ^ A crowd of masters, who until then 
had been afraid of using the relay-system for young 
persons and women, now took it up heart and souL^ 

But on this apparently decisive victory of capital, 
followed at once a revulsion. The workpeople had 
liitherto offered a passive, although inflexible and un- 
remitting resistance. They now protested in Lanca- 
shire and Yorkshire in threatening meetings. The 
pretended Ten Hours’ Act, was thus simple humbug, 
parliamentary cheating, had never existed ! The 
Factory Inspectors urgently warned the Government 
that the antagonism of classes had arrived at an 
incredible tension. Some. of the masters themselves 
murmured ; “ On account of the contradictory 

decisions of the magistrates, a concUtion of things alto- 
acthcr abnormal and anarchical obtains. One law 

^ F. Engels : “ The English Ten Hours’ Bill.” (In the Neue Rhein^ 
tschc Zeittin^, L\)litisch-~i.vkonomische Rctme. Edited by K. Marx. April 
number. 1^50, p. 13.) The same “high” Court of Justice cHs- 
covered, during the American Civil War, a verbal ambiguity which 
exactly reversed tlie meaning of the Jaw against the arming of pirate 
ships. ^ Rep., &c,Jor 30th April, ^^5^- 
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holds in. Yorkshire, another in Lancashire ; one law 
in one parish of Lancashire, another in its immediate 
neighbourhood. The manufacturer in large towns 
could evade the law, the manufacturer in country 
districts could not find tlie people necessary for tlie 
relay-system, still less for the shifting of hands from 
one factory to another,” &c. And the first birthright 
of capital is equal exploitation of labour-power by all 
capitahsts. 

Under these circumstances a compromise between 
masters and men was effected that received the seal of 
Parliament in the additional Factory Act of August 5th, 
1850. The working day for “young persons and 
women,” was raised from 10 to io-| hours for the 
first five days of the week, and was shortened to yi on 
the Saturday. The work was to go on between 6 a.m. 
and 6 p.m.,^ with pauses of not less than i |- hours for 
meal-times, these meal-times to be allowed at one 
and the same time for all, and conformably to the 
conditions of 1844. By this an end was put to the 
relay-system once for all.® For children’s labour, the 
Act of 1844 remained in force. 

One set of masters, this time as before, secured to 

^ In winter, from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. may be substituted. 

^ “ The present law (of 1850) was a compromise whereby the 
employed surrendered the benefit of the Ten Hours' Act for the 
advantage of one uniform period for the commencement and 
termination of the labour of those whose labour is restricted." 
— {Reports, &c., for 30th April, 1^52, p. 14.) 
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itself special seigncurial rights over the children of the 
proletariat. These were the silk manufacturers. In 
1833 they had howled out in threatening faslhon, 
“ if the liberty of working children of any age for 
10 hours a day were taken away, it would stop their 
works.” ^ It would be impossible for them to buy 
a sufficient number of cliildren over 13. They ex- 
torted the privilege they desired. The pretext was 
shown on subsequent investigation to be a deliberate 
lie.® It did not, however, prevent them, during 10 
years, from spinning silk 10 hours a day out of the 
l3lood of little children who had to be placed upon 
stools for the performance of their work.® The Act 
of 1844 certainly “ robbed ” them of the “ hberty ” 
of employing children under ii longer than 6| hours 
a day. But it secured to them, on the other hand, tlie 
privilege of working children between ii and 13, 
10 hours a day, and of amiulling m their case the educa- 
tion made compulsory for all other factory children. 
This time the pretext was “ the delicate texture of the 
fabric in which they were employed, requiring a 
lighmess of touch, only to be acquired by their 
early introduction to these factories.” ® The children 
were slaughtered out-and-out for the sake of their 
delicate fingers, as in Southern Russia the homed 
cattle for the sake of their hide and tallow. At length, 
in 1850, the privilege granted in 1844 was limited to 
^ Reports, &c.,for Sept., 1844, p. 13. ® I. c, 
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the departments of silk-twisting and silk-winding. 
But here, to make amends to capital bereft of its 
“ freedom,” die work time for children from ii to 13 
was raised from 10 to lol hours. Pretext : Labour 
in silk mills was lighter than in mills for other fabrics, 
and less likely in odicr respects also to be prejudicial 
to health,” ^ Oflicial medical inquiries proved after- 
wards that, on the contrary, '' the average death-rate 
is exceedingly high in die silk districts, and amongst 
the female part of the population is higher even dian 
it is in the cotton districts of Lancashire.” ^ Despite 
the protests of the Factory Inspector, renewed every 
6 months, the mischief continues to diis hour.^ (For 
note see the foot of the next page.) 

The Act of 1850 changed the 15 hours’ time from 
6 a.m. to 8.30 p.m., into the 12 hours from 6 a.m. 
to 6 p.m. for young persons and women” only. It 
did not, therefore, affect children who could always be 
employed for half an hour before and 2| hours after 
this period, provided the whole of their labour did 
not exceed 6|- hours. Whilst the bill was under dis- 
cussion, the Factory Inspectors laid before Parliament 

^ Reports, &c., for 31st Oct., i$6i, p. 26, 

^ 1 . c., p. 27. On the whole the working population, subject to 
the Factory Act, has greatly improved physically. All medical 
testimony agrees on this point, ana personal observation at diflercnt 
times has convinced inc of it. Nevertheless, and exclusive of the 
terrible death rate of children in the first years of their life, the 
official reports of Dr. Greenhow show the unfavourable health 
condition of the manufacturing districts as compared with agri- 
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statistics of the infamous abuses due to this anomaly. 
To no purpose. In the background lurked the inten- 
tion of screwing up, during prosperous years, the 
working day of adult males to 15 hours by the aid of 
the children. The experience of the three following 
years sliowed that such an attempt must come to grief 

cultural districts of normal health.” As evidence, take the following 
tabic from his ,iS6i report : — 


3 

ri 0 


1 0 

3 0 

0 0 

1 

3 

c 


s 

d . 

J8 

3 M 

Ph u , 


II 

M . 

2 

"3 fl 

<■3 . 


(u se p 

S ^ J 

0 lA n 

Name of District. 

£ d-J:! 

P c/, C 9 

^ 'd on 
0 V 

0 rg 3 

Kind of Female 


0 S 

0 1 


Occupation. 

pR 

'C 

U 


rg U 

d ns 

g Qj e-i 


0 V 



■s< 

(U t /3 

u 0 

0 '« 
n . 3 


s 

Q ^ 



M-i 3 

0 

P-i 


14-9 

598 

Wigan 

644 

18.0 

Cotton 

42.6 

708 

Blackburn 

734 

34-9 

Do. 

37-3 

547 

Halifix 

564 

20.4 

Worsted 

41*9 

6 j I 

Bradford 

603 

30.0 

Do. 

31.0 

69 X 

Macclesfield 

804 

26.0 

Silk 

.T4.9 

588 ! 

Leek 

705 

17.2 

Do. 

3 t ).6 

721 

Stoke-upon-Trent 

665 

19*3 

Earthenware 

30.4 

726 1 

1 

1 

Woolstanton 

Eight healthy agri- 

727 

13-9 

Do. 


305 

cultural districts 

340 




^ It is well-known with what reluctance the English “ free 
traders ” gave up the protective duty on the silk manufacture. 
Instead of the protection against French importation, the absence 
of protection to English factory children now serves their turn. 

353 



Karl Marx 


against the resistance of the adult male operatives. 
The Act of 1850 was tlierefore finally completed in 
1853 by forbidding the employment of children in 
the morning before and in die evening after young 
persons and women.” Henceforth with a few ex- 
ceptions the Factory Act of 1850 regulated the work- 
ing day of all workers in die branches of industry 
diat come under itd Since the passing of the first 
Factory Act half a century ]iad elapsed.- 

Factory legislation for the first time went beyond 
its original sphere in the Printworks’ Act of 1845.” 
The displeasure with which capital received this new 
‘‘ extravagance ” speaks through every line of the. Act. 
It limits the working day for children from 8 to 13, 

^ During 1859 and i860, the zenith years of the English cotton 
industry, some manufacturers tried, by the decoy bait of higher 
wages for overtime, to reconcile the adult male operatives to an 
extension of the working day. The hand-mule spinners and self- 
actor minders put an end to the experiment by a petition to their 
employers in which they say, “ Plainly speaking, our lives arc to us 
a burthen ; and, while we arc confined to the mills nearly tino days 
a week more than the other operatives of the country, wc feel like 
helots in the land, and that wc arc perpetuating a system injurious 
to ourselves and future generations. . . . This, therefore, is to give 
you most respectful notice that when we commence work again 
after the Christmas and New Year’s holidays, wc shall work 60 
hours per week, and no more, or from six to six, with one hour and 
a half out.” (Reports, &c.,for joth April, jS6o, p. 30.) 

^ On the means that the wording of tliis Act afforded for its 
violation, cf. the Parliamentary Return Fadory Reyfiflations Act 
(6th August, 1859), and in it Leonard Horner’s “ Suggestions for 
amending the Factory Acts to enable the Inspectors to prevent 
illegal working, now become very prevalent.” 
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and for women to 16 hours, between 6 a.m. and 
10 p.m,, without any legal pause for meal times. It 
allows males over 13 to be worked at will day and 
night.^ It is a Parliamentary abortion.^ 

However, the principle had triumphed with its 
victory in those great branches of industry which 
form the most characteristic creation of die modem 
mode of production. Their wonderful development 
from 1853 to i860, hand-in-hand with the physical 
and moral regeneration of the factory workers, struck 
the most purblind. The masters from whom the legal 
limitation and regulation had been wrung step by 
step after a civil war of half a century, Aemselves 
referred ostentatiously to the contrast with the branches 
of exploitation stiU “ free.” ® The Pharisees of 
“political economy” now proclaimed the discern- 
ment of the necessity of a legally fixed working day 
as a characteristic new discovery of their “ science.” ^ 
It will be easily understood that after the factory 

^ “ Children of the age of 8 years and upwards, have, indeed, 
been employed from 6 a.ni. to 9 p.m. during the last half year in 
my district.” {ReportSy &c.yfir s^st October, 1857, p. 39.) 

- “ The Printworks’ Act is admitted to be a failure, both with 
reference to its educational and protective provisions.” (Reports, 
&c,,for ^ist October, 1862, p. 52.) 

“ Thus, e,g., E, Potter in a letter to the Times of March 24th, 
1S63. Ilie Times reminded him of the manufacturers’ revolt 
against the Ten Hours’ Bill, 

^ Thus, among others, Mr. W. Newmarch, collaborator and 
editor of Tooke’s History of Prices, Is it a scientific advance to make 
cowardly concessions to public opinion ? 
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magnates had resigned themselves and become re- 
conciled to the inevitable, tlic power of resistance of 
capital gradually weakened, whilst at the same time 
the power of attack of die working class grew widi the 
number of its allies in the classes of society not im- 
mediately interested in the question. Hence the 
comparatively rapid advance since i860. 

The dye-works and bleach-works all came under 
the Factory Act of 1850 in i860 ; ^ lace and stocldng 
manufactures in 1861. 

^ The Act passed in i860, determined that, in regard to dye and 
bleach works, the working day should be fixed on August ist, 1861, 
provisionally at 12 hours, and definitely on August ist, 1862, at 
10 hours, i.e., at loj hours for ordinary days, and for Saturday. 
Now, when the fatal year, 1862, came, the old farce was repeated. 
Besides, the manufacturers petitioned Parliament to allow the 
employment of young persons and women for 12 hours during 
one year longer. “ In the existing condition of the trade (the time 
of the cotton famine), it was greatly to the advantage of the opera- 
tives to work 12 hours per day, and make wages when they could.” 
A bill to this eftect had been brought in, “ and it was mainly due to 
the action of the operative bleachers in Scotland that the bill was 
abandoned.” {Reports, &c., for jist October, 1S62, pp. 14-15.) 
Thus defeated by the very work-people, in whose name it pretended 
to speak. Capital discovered, with the help of lawyer spectacles, 
that the Act of i860, drawn up, like all the Acts of Parliament for 
the “ protection of labour,” in equivocal phrases, gave them a pre- 
text to exclude from its working the calenderers and finishers. 
English jurisprudence, ever the faithful servant of capital, sanc- 
tioned in the Court of Common Pleas this piece of pettifogging. 
“ The operatives have been greatly disappointed . . , they have 
complained of overwork, and it is greatly to be regretted that the 
clear intention of the legislature should have failed by reason of a 
faulty definition.” (1. c., p. 18.) 

356 



The English Factory Acts from 1833 to 1864 

In consequence of the first report of the Commission 
on the employment of cliildren (1863), the same fate 
was shared by the manufacturers of all earthenwares 
(not merely pottery), lucifer-matches, percussion- 
caps, cartridges, carpets, fustian-cutting, and many 
processes included under the name of “ finishing.” 
In the year 1863 bleaching in the open air ^ and baJdng 

^ The “ open-air bleachers ” had evaded the law of i860 by 
means of the lie that no women worked at it in the night. The lie 
was exposed by the Factory Inspectors, and at the same time Parlia- 
ment was, by petitions from the operatives, bereft of its notions as 
to the cool meadow-fragrance, in which bleaching in the open-air 
was reported to take place. In this aerial-bleaching, drying-rooms 
were used at temperatures of from 90° to 100° Falirenheit, in which 
the work was done for the most part by girls. “ Coolhig is the 
technical expression for their occasional escape from the drying- 
rooms into die fresh air. “ Fifteen girls in stoves. Heat from 80° 
to go'^ for linens, and 100® and upwards for cambrics. Twelve girls 
ironing and doing-up in a small room about lo feet square, in the 
centre of which is a close stove. The girls stand round the stove, 
which throws out a terrific heat, and dries the cambrics rapidly for 
the iroiicrs. The hours of work for those hands arc unlimited. If 
busy, they work till 9 or 1 2 at night for successive nights.” {Reports, 
&c., for jist October, 1S62, p. 56.) A medical man states : “ No 
special hours are allowed for cooling, but if the temperature gets 
too liigh, or the workers’ hands get soiled from perspiration, they 
arc allowed to go out for a few minutes. . . . My experience, 
which is considerable, in treating the diseases of stove workers, 
compels me to express the opinion that their sanitary condition is 
by no moans so high as that of the operatives in a spinning factory 
(and Capital, in its memorials to Parliament, had painted them as 
floridly healthy, after the manner of Rubens). The diseases most 
observable amongst them are phthisis, bronchitis, irregularity of 
uterine functions, hysteria in its most aggravated forms, and rheu- 
matism. All cT these, I believe, arc either directly or indirectly 
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were placed under special Acts, by which, in the 
former, the labour of young persons and women 
during the night-time (from 8 in the evening to 6 in 
the morning), and in the latter, the employment of 
journeymen bakers under i8, between 9 in the evening 
and 5 in the morning were forbidden. Wc shall 
return to die later proposals of the same Commission, 
which threatened to deprive of their “ freedom ” all 
the important branches of English Industry, with the 
exception of agriculture, mines, and die means of 
transport.^ 

induced by the impure, overheated air of the apartments in which 
the hands are employed, and the want of sufficient comfortable 
clothing to protect them from the cold, damp atmosphere, in winter, 
when going to their homes.*' ( 1 . c., pp. 56-57.) The Factory 
Inspectors remarked on the supplementary law of 1S60, torn from 
these open-air bleachers : “ The Act has not only failed to afford 
that protection to the workers which it appears to offer, but contains 
a clause . . . apparently so worded that, imless persons are detected 
working after S o’clock at night they appear to come under no 
protective provisions at all, and if they do so work, the mode of 
proof is so doubtful that a conviction can scarcely follow,” (1. c., 
p. 52.) To all intents and purposes, therefore, as an Act for any 
benevolent or educational purpose, it is a failure ; since it can scarcely 
be called benevolent to permit, which is tantamount to compelling, 
women and children to work 14 hours a clay with or witliout meals, 
as the case may be, and perhaps for longer hours than these, without 
limit as to age, without reference to sex, and without regard to the 
social habits of the families of the neighbourhood, in which such 
works (bleaching and dyeing) are situated.” {ReportSf for 30th 
April, 1863, p. 40,) 

^ Note to die 2nd Ed. Since 1866, when I wrote the above 
passages, a rc-action has again set in. 
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— Ordain ers, 150. 

— spiritual and temporal, 116. 
Loudoun Hill, Battle of, 133. 

Louis VI. of France, 73. 

— VII. of France, 79, 88. 

— VIII. of France, 102, 105. 

— IX. (St. Louis) of France, 
106, 108. 

— XI. of France, 179, 

— Xn. of France, 195, 197. 

— XTII. of France, 272. 

— XIV. of France, 298, 306, 307, 
312, 328, 333, 335. 345. 348. 

— XV. of France, 354. 

— XVI. of France, 387, 388. 

— XVI 11. of France, 404, 405. 

— Duke of Orleans, 166. 

— Philippe, 415. 423* 

— the Bavarian, 144. 

Louisiana, 370. 

Lo\^'estoft, naval victory off, 306. 
Loyalists, 383. 

Lucknow, Siege of, 437. 

Luneville, Treaty of, 394. 
Lusitania, The, 469. 

Luther, Martin, 202, 206, 

Lytton, Lord, 445. 


MacDonald, Ramsay, 476. 

1 Macdonalds of Glencoe, 340. 
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IX.— TRAVEL AND TOPOGRAPHY 
R. R. DU BATY 

15,000 MILES IN A KETCH (1908). The voyage of the 
little French iishing ketch J. B. Charcot from Boulogne via die 
Antarctic to Melbourne — a fine adventure vividly described. 

HILAIRE BELLOC 

THE PATH TO ROME (1902). Mr. BeUoc strolls to 
Rome from his birthplace with the enjoyment, the vigour, 
and the divagations which have made this delightful book 
a classic. Illustrated. 

JAMES BOSWELL 

A TOUR TO THE HEBRIDES WITH DR. JOHNSON 
(1773). Boswell and Dr. Johnson make an inimitable pair of 
travellers, and their talk and observadons upon what they 
saw give life to every page of tliis journal. 

GEORGE BORROW 

^ THE BIBLE IN SPAIN (1843). A book which shows 
at their best Borrow’s keen interest in people and foreign 
countries, his love of the open air, and his unfailing zest for 
adventure. 

* WILD WALES (1862). An account of Sorrow’s tour 
through Wales with his wife and daughter in 1854, character- 
isric in its vigorous descriptions of the countryside, the people, 
and the language. 

LAVHNGRO. 

THE ROMANY RYE. 

WILLIAM COBBBTT 

RURAL RIDES (1830). These vivid, racy descriptions 
of rural England show both their author’s love and under- 
standing of country things and his keen interest in political 
matters as they affected the countryman. 
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TRAVEL AND TOPOGRAPHY 

R. H. DANA 

TWO YEARS BEFORE THE MAST (1840). The 
story of the author’s own voyage as an ordinary seaman 
round Cape Horn and up the Pacific coast to California. 
One of the most famous and exciting books of the sea. Ulus. 

CHARLES DARWIN 

THE VOYAGE OF H.M.S. “BEAGLE” (1840). The 
journal of Darwin’s five-year voyage on the scientific expedi- 
tion of H.M.S. Beaqky which visited Rio dc Janeiro, Cliilc, 
Tahiti, Australia, and many other places. A vivid personal 
narrative of travel and observation. 

CHARLES DICKENS 

AMERICAN NOTES (1842). Outspoken and compre- 
hensive, this account of Dickens’s first visit to the U.S.A. 
roused considerable feeling across the Atlantic. It is especially 
interesting in connection with the American scenes in Martin 
Chuzzlewit. With Master Humphrey s Clock. 

PICTURES FROM ITALY (1846). “ Perhaps the reader 
will suppose them written in the shade of a Sunny Day, in 
die midst of the objects of which they treat,” said Dickens of 
these delightful pictures from liis stay in Italy, In one volume 
with Edwin Drood. 

THE UNCOMMERCIAL TRAVELLER (1869). “Figur- 
atively speaking,” says the Uncommercial Traveller, “ I 
travel for the great house of Human Interest Bros.” This 
characteristic book records his wanderings in London and 
in country byways, and shows Dickens’s unfailing delight in 
human encounters. 

E. S. GROGAN (with Arthur H. Sharp) 

FROM THE CAPE TO CAIRO (1900). The story of 
the author’s pioneer journey through Africa from south to 
north — a fine acliievement described in a racy and entertaining 
style. “ I must say I envy you,” wrote Cecil Rhodes to 
Grogan. “ You have done that which has been for centuries 
the ambition of every explorer.” Illustrated. 
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A. W. KINGLAKE 

EOTHEN (i<S44.). A vivid and humorous record of 
travel in the East. “ My narrative ” says the audior happily, 
“ conveys not those impressions which oi{^ht to have been 
produced upon any well-constituted mind, "but those which 
were really and truly received ... by a headstrong and not 
very amiable traveller.” 

R. L. STEVENSON 

AN INLAND VOYAGE (1878). ** The Inland Voyage ” 
was a canoe trip by river and canal, from Antwerp nearly to 
Paris, which Stevenson made with a friend in 1876. He 
writes of it in the delightful and capricious manner one expects 
from him. 

^ TRAVELS WITH A DONKEY (1879). Stevenson s 
journey through the mountains of south-eastern France with 
liis temperamental donkey Modestine. One of his most 
enchanting books. 

THE SILVERADO SQUATTERS (1883) and THE 
AMATEUR EMIGRANT (1894). The Silverado Squatters 
is an account of the scenes and people Stevenson saw in his 
honeymoon at Jinm Silverado, in the Californian forests. 
The Awateur Emiiiyraut describes a far from luxurious journey 
from Glasgow via New York to San Francisco. 

IN THE SOUTH SEAS (1890). A characteristic account 
of the voyage in the South Pacific for which Stevenson had 
longed since boyhood, and which lasted for nearly two years. 

^•ACROSS THE PLAINS (1892). The story of Steven- 
son’s own journey, as an ordinary emigrant, across the United 
States to California, With it are a number of essays selected 
by Sir Sidney Colvin, including A Christmas Sermon and the 
Random Memories of Stevenson’s boyhood. 


^ Ihese volumes are issued also in the Winchester Classics, 
hound in dark blue rexitu\ mith gilt tops^ cellophane wrapper, and 
slip case. 
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THE NEW 

NELSON CLASSICS 

Oi^er 300 volumes. Cloth gilt. Each is. 6d. net. 

This famous series, which is now more attractive than ever, 
contains a varied selection not only of “ classics in the ac- 
cepted sense (Stevenson, Dickens, Scott, the Brontes, Jane 
Austen, Victor Hugo, Shakespeare, Shelley — all the great 
novelists and poets), but of notable modern books which are 
the classics of to-morrow. 

Recent additions include A SHORTER PEPYS, the 
famous Diary, abridged by F. W. Tickner ; PLAYS, Oscar 
Wilde ; BIBLE PROSE AND POETRY, edited bv Geoffrey 
Crump ; ESSAYS AND CHARACTERS, William Hazlitt ; 
THE DEVELOPMENT OF POLITICAL IDEAS, F. J. C. 
Hearnshaw ; HELEN WITH THE HIGH HAND, Arnold 
Bennett ; THE REFUGEES, Sir Arthur Conan Doyle ; 
TOM SAWYER, Mark Twain ; UNCLE REMUS, J. C. 
Harris ; THE WATER BABIES, Charles Kingsley ; THE 
GOLDEN AGE, Kenneth Grahame ; THE NAP AND 
OTHER STORIES, Walter de la Mare; GREEN- 
MANTLE, John Buchan; THE PATH TO ROME, Hilaire 
Belloc; UNCANNY STORIES, edited by St.John Sprigg 
(stories bv M. R. James, John Buchan, Walter de la Mare, 
H. R. Wakefield, Arthur Machen, etc., etc.) ; TRENT’S 
LAST CASE, E. C. Bentley ; SEA STORIES, edited by 
John Hampden (stories by H, G. Wells, John Masefield, John 
Buchan, Jack London, etc.) : MANY CARGOES, W. W. 
Jacobs; BRITISH HISTORY, Sir Robert Rait (500 
pages, 8 maps) ; THE ENGLISH NOVEL, J. B. Priestley ; 
GARIBALDI AND THE THOUSAND, G. M. Trevelyan, 

Please send for complete list : Nelsons, 35--36 Paternoster Row^ 
London, E.C.4.; Parksidc Works, Edinburgh; 25 rue Denfert- 
Rochereau, Paris; 312 Flinders Street, Melbourne; 91-93 
Wellington Street West, Toronto; 381-385 Fourth Avenue, 
New York. Many new volumes are being isstted. 



NELSON CLASSICS 

Over 501 ) poltiiiics. Cloth gilt. is. 6 d. net. 

This famous series has been completely rejuvenated ; it is far more 
attractive in every way than it has ever been before, and it offers value 
absolutely unequalled in the world of books. Its range and appeal are 
apparent from a mere glance tlirough the list, but the books themselves 
have to be seen to be appreciated. " Ask your bookseller to show them 
to you. liiey arc being reissued in striking new wrappers, with new 
bindings (fadeless and washable, ten attractive colours, blocked in real 
gold), \inted tops, and fresh title-pages. 

New volumes are added every month. If you would like notices 
of them, send a card to-day to Nelsons, 35-36 Paternoster Row, 
London, E.C4 ; Parkside Works, Edinburgh ; 25 rue Denfert- 
Rochereau, Paris ; 312 Flinders Street, Melbourne ; 9 1-93 Wellington 
Street West, Toronto ; 381-385 Fourth Avenue, New York. 

Volumes marked * arc issued also in the WINCHESTER 
CLASSICvS, very beautifully bound in dark blue rexine, with gilt 
tops» cellophane wrapper, and slip case, 2s. 6d. net (2s. double 
volumes, 3s* 6 d. net). ________ 

AINSWORTH : The Lancashire Witches {April 
1937) i *Old Sc. Paul’s; ^Thc Tower of London, Illustrated; 
’'^Windsor Castle, 

LOULSA ALCOTT : *Little Women. 

HANS ANDERSEN : Fairy Talcs. 

E N. DA C. ANDRADE : The Atom. 

ANONYMOUS : Talcs from the Arabian Nights. Illustrated, 
MATTHEW ARNOLD: Poems. Introduction by John Buchan. 

1 ANB AUSTEN : *Bmnia ; Mansfield Park ; ^Northanger Abbey ; 
Persuasion ; ^Pridc and Prejudice. Illustrated; ^Sense and Sensi- 

FRANCIS BACON : Essays. Introduction by Sir Henry Newbolt. 
WALTER BAGBHOT : Selected Essays. 

TOHN B Ml EY ^Editorl : A Shorter Boswell, ulustram. 

R. M. BALL.AN'rV.NB : Martin Rattler, Illustrated; The Coral 
Island, illustrated ; Ungava. 

H. DE BALZAC : Eugenie Grander. 
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R. H. BARHAM : The Ingoldsby Legends. 

R. R. DU BATY : 15,000 Miles in a Ketch. 

CUTHBERT BEDE : Mr. Verdant Green. Illustrated. 

HILAIRE BELLOC : The Path to Rome. Illustrated. 

ARNOLD BENNETT : Helen with the High Hand. 

E. C. BENTLEY : Trent’s Last Case. 

THE BIBLE : Bible Prose and Poetry. Edited with an Introduction 
by Geoffrey Crump. 

R. D. BLACKMORE : *Lorna Doone. 

GEORGE BORROW : *The Bible in Spain ; *Lavciigro, Illus- 
trated \ *Thc Romany Rye ; *Wild Wales. 

JAMES BOSWELL : A Shorter Boswell, edited by John Bailey, 
Illustrated ; A Tour to the Hebrides with Dr. Johnson. 

ANNE BRONTE : Agnes Grey (with the Poems of Charlotte, 
Emily, and Anne Bronte, and ** The Bronte's,” by Flora Masson) ; 
The Tenant of WildfeU HaU. 

CHARLOTTE BRONTE : *Jane Eyre, Introduction by Rebecca 
West ; The Professor ; ^Shirley ; ^Villettc. 

EMILY BRONTE : ^Wuthering Heights. Illustrated. 

DR. JOHN BROWN : Horx Subsecivx. 

ROBERT BROWNING: *Poems. Introduction by John Buchan. 
JOHN BUCHAN : Greenmantle. 

JOHN BUNYAN : *The Pilgrim’s Progress. Illustrated. 
EDMUND BURKE : Selections. 

ROBERT BURNS : ’'^’Complete Poems, Introduction by Lord 
Rosebery. (2s.) 

THOMAS CARLYLE : Sartor Resartus ; Selected Essays. 

LEWIS CARROLL : Alice in Wonderland, Introduction by Lang- 
ford Reed. Illustrated. 

WILLIAM COBBETT : Rural Rides. 

S. T. COLERIDGE : Poems. Introduction by Sir Henry Newbolt. 
WILKIE COLLINS : The Moonstone ; *Thc Woman iii White. 

A. COMPTON-RICKETT : A Primer English Literature, from 

the beginning.s to the present day. {With 56 illustratious.) 

JOSEPH CONRAD : Romance. 

FENIMORE COOPER : The Dcerslayer ; The Last of the Mohi- 
cans ; The Pathfinder. 

WILLIAM CO WPER : Poems. Introduction by John Bailey. 

G. W. COX : Tales of the Gods and Heroes. 

MRS. CRATK : '*John Halifax, Gentleman. 

GEOFFREY CRUMP (Editor) : Bible Prose and Poetry. 

Pv. H. DANA : Two Years before the Mast. Illustrated. 

CHARLES DARWIN : The Voyage of the “ Beagle.” 

DANIEL DEFOE : A Journal of the Plague Year {April 1937) ; 
Robinson Crusoe. 

WALTER DE LA MARE : The Nap, and other Stories 
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CHARLES DICKENS : American Notes cud Master Humphrey's 
Clock ; ’‘^Barnaby Riidge ; *Blcak House (2s.) ; A Child’s History 
of England ; ‘^Christmas Books ; ^Christmas Stories ; *David 
Copperficld (as.) ; ^Dombey and Son (as.) ; Great Expectations ; 
Hard Times ; ’^Little Dorrit (2s.) ; ^Martin Chuzdewit (2s.) ; 
The Mystery of Edwin Drood and Pictures from Italy ; ^Nicholas 
Nicklcby (2s.) ; ’‘^Thc Old Curiosity Shop, Illustrated; ^Oliver 
Twist, Illustrated; *Our Mutual Friend (2s.); ^Pickwick Papers 
(2S.) ; Sketches by Boz ; ^A Talc of Two Cities, Illustrated ; The 
Uncommercial d ravcller. 

BENJAMIN LBSRAELI : Coningsby ; Lothair ; Sybil. 

SIR ARTHUR CONAN DOYLE : The Refugees. 

JOHN DRYDEN : Poems. Introduction by John St. Loe Strachey. 

ALEXANDRE DUMAS : The Black Tulip, Illustrated ; The Count 
of Montc-Cristo (2 vols.), Illustrated ; Marguerite de Valois ; The 
Queen’s Necklace ; *Thc Three Musketeers, Illustrated ; ^'Twenty 
Years After. 

EMILY EDEN : The Semi-Attached Couple. 

GEORGE ELIOT : *Adam Bede, Illustrated ; The Mill on the Floss, 
Illustrated ; Romola ; Scenes of Clerical Life ; ’‘^Silas Mamer, 
Illustrated, 

R. W. EMERSON : Selected Es.says. Introduction by John Buchan. 

JEAN FROISSART : A Shorter Froissart. Edited with an intro- 
duction by F. J. Tickner (April 1937)* 

JOHN GALT : Annals of the Parish. 

MRS. GASKELL : The Cage at Cranford, and other Stories. Intro- 
duction by Paul Beard (April 1937) ; ^Cranford, Illustrated; Mary 
Barton ; Sylvia’s Lovers. 

MRS. GATTY : Parables from Nature. 

HENRY GILBERT : Robin Hood and the Men of the Greenwood. 
Illustrated, 

OLIVER GOLDSMITH : Essay.s and Tales, selected by Rosalind 
Vallancc, with Thackeray’s Essay on Goldsmith ; Poems and Plays, 
Introduction by Professor H.W. Garrod ; The Vicar of Wakefield, 
Illustrated, with Sir Walter Scott’s Life of Goldsmith. 

KENNETH GRAHAME : The Golden Age. 

JAMES GRANT : The Yellow Frigate. 

1. L. and W. K. GRIMM : Fairy Tales. 

E. S, GROGAN : From the Cape to Cairo. Illustrated, 

JOHN FIAMPDEN (Editor) : Sea Stories (by John Buchan, H. G. 
Wells, John Masefield, W. W. Jacobs, etc.). 

T. C. HARRIS : Uncle Remus. 

'BRET HARTE : Tales of the West, Poems, and Parodies. (New, 
enlarged edition). Introduction by John Hampden. 

NATHANIEL HAWTHORNE : The Scarlet Letter ; Tanglewood 
Tales. 
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WILLIAM HAZLITT : Essays and Characters. 

FJ. C. HEARNSHAW : The Development of Political Ideas. 

ROBERT HERRICK : *Poems. Introduction by Sir John 
Squire. 

MAURICE HEWLETT : The Queen’s Quair. 

THOMAS HUGHES : ^'Toni Brown’s Schooldays, Illustrated ; 
*'Tom Brown at Oxford. 

VICTOR HUGO : The Laughing Man ; Les Miscrables (2 vols.) ; 
’Ninety-Three ; Notre Dvime ; The Toilers of tlie Sea. 

W. R. INGE : Protestantism. 

W. W. JACOBS : Many Cargoe.s. 

C. E. M. JOAD : Great Philosophies of theWorld (April 1937). 

JOHN KEATS : *Poeins, Introduction by Sir Henry Newbolt, 

THOMAS A ICEMPIS: *Of the Imitation of Christ, 

A. W. KINGLAKE : Eothen. 

CHARLES KINGSLEY : Alton Locke ; Hereward the Wake, 
Illustrated ; The Heroes, Illustrated ; Hypatia, Illustrated ; *West- 
ward Ho ! Illustrated ; Yeast. 

HENRY KINGSLEY : Geoffrey Hamlyn ; Ravenshoe. 

CHARLES LAMB : ^Essays of Elia ; ’‘^Tales from Shakespeare, 
Illustrated. 

LORD LYTTON: *Last Days of Pompeii. 

LORD MACAULAY : Historical Essays ; Literary Essays ; Lays of 
Ancient Rome, 

CAPTAIN MARRYAT : ^e Children of the New Forest, Ulus- 
trated ; Masterman Ready, Illustrated ; Mr. Midshipman JEasy. 

JOHN MASEFIELD : Lost Endeavour. 

JOHN MILTON : ^Poems. Introduction by Sir Henry Newbolt. 

MICHEL DE MONTAIGNE : Essays. Edited by Stanley Williams 
(April 1937)- 

WILLIAM MORRIS : Poems and Two Prose Romances. Intro- 
duction by John Buchan. 

SIR HENRY NEWBOLT : The New June, 

SIR HENRY NEWBOLT (Editor): Seventeenth-century De- 
votional Poetry (Donne, Herbert, Crashaw, Herrick, Vaughan, 
Traherne). 

F. T. PALGRAVE (Editor) : *The Golden Treasury. 

SAMUEL PEPYS : A Shorter Pepys. Edited by F. W. Tickner. 

EDGAR ALLAN POE : Tales of Mystery ana Imagination, Illus* 
trated. Introduction by Jolm Buchan. 

ALEXANDER POPE : Poems. Introduction by John Bailey. 

J. B. PRIESTLEY : The English Novel (18 portraits). 

SIR ROBERT S. RAIT : British History (to 1924). (500 pages, 
8 maps, index.) 

ARTHUR RANSOME : * 01 d Peter’s Russian Tales. Illustrated by 
Dmitri Mitrokhin. 


874 



NELSON CLASSICS 


A. J. J. RATCLIFF (Editor) : Prose of Our Time (by famous modeni 
writers). 

CHARLES READE : *Thc Cloister and the Hearth ; Peg Woffing- 
ton. 

LORD ROSEBERY : Napoleon— The Last Phase. 

D. G. ROSSETTI: Poems. Introduction by John Buchan. 

JOHN RUSKIN : Modern Painters (Selections) ; ’^Sesame and 
Lilies. 

SIR WALTER SCOTT: The Abbot; The Antiquary; The 
Betrothed ; The Bride of Lammermoor ; Chronicles of the Canon- 
gate and The Highland Widow ; The Fair Maid of Perth ; The 
Fortunes of Nigel ; Guy Mannering ; ’^The Heart of Midlotliian , 
*Ivanhoc% llhistratcd ; journal (3 vols.) ; ’^Kenilworth, Illustrated ; 
A Legend of Montrose ; The Monastery ; Old Mortality ; Pcveril 
of the Peak ; The Pirate ; Quentin Durward ; Redgauntlet ; 
i^Rob Roy ; St. Ronan’s Well ; ’‘^The Talisman, illustrated ; 
Waverley ; Woodstock. 

WILLIAM SHAKESPEAPJE : Complete Works (sold separately) — 
’'^Comedies (2 vols.) ; *FIistories, Poems (2 vols.) ; ^Tragedies 
(2 vols.) ; Plays for Community Players {Julius Ccesar, As You Like 
It» Romeo and Juliet). Introduction by Sir Henry Newbolt. 

P, B. SHELLEY : *Poems. Introduction by Sir Henry Newbolt. 

R. B. SHERIDAN : Plays. Edited by John Hampden (April 1937). 

H. SIENKIEWICZ : Quo Vadis ? 

TOBIAS SMOLLETT : Humphry Clinker. Introduction by 
L. A. G. Strong. 

SOMERVILLE and ROSS : Some Experiences of an Irish R.M. 

C. ST. JOHN SPRIGG : Uncanny Stories (by famous modem 
writers). With an Introduction. 

JOHANNA SPYRI : Heidi (Apr*/ 1937). 

R. L. STEVENSON : ★Across the Plains ; ★The Black Arrow, 
Ulustrated ; ★Catriona ; Poems— ★A Child’s Garden of Verses, 
Underwoods, Songs of Travel (i vol.) ; Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Flydc 
and The. Story of a Lie ; The Dynamiter ; Familiar Studies of Men 
and Books ; ★An Inland Voyage ; In- tjac, South Seas ; ★Island 
Nights’ Entertainnifnts •, ★Kidnapped, Illustrated; ★The Muster 
of Ballantrae ; . IS/temories^'and Pbrtraitt^tfO^c Merry Men and 
other talcs ; ★New- Arabian Nights ‘Prince Ot’tcf ;«-The Silverado 
Squatters rtf/ii'Thi^.fAmateqr Eiftigran^ ★Travels with a Donkey in 
the Covemics ; ★TredsiifeHsland, Illustrated; Vailiri 5 a Letters; 
★Virginibus Ptlt'risquc T wcii' of Hermiston. ’ » 

MRS. BEECHER STOWE : *Unde Tom’s Cabin, llluStmted. 

JONATHAN' SWIIT' : ★Gulliver’^ .Travels, Illustrated. 

lORD TENNYSON : Complete poems (3 vols., sold separately) ; 
★Poems, Introduction by T. S, Eliot ; ★Idylls of the King ; ★Later 
Poems, Introduction by B. If6r BVahs.' ' * 
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W. M. THACKERAY : The Book of Snobs and Barry Lyndon ; 
*Hcnry Esmond ; Peudeunis (2s.) ; The Newcomes (2s.) ; ^Vanity 
Fair (2s.). 

F. J. TICKNER (Editor) : A Shorter Froissart. 

F. W. TICKNER (Editor): Historical Portraits from English 
Literature. With an Introduction (April 1937) ; A Shorter Pepys. 

LEO TOLSTOY : Anna Karenina (2 vols.). 

G. M. TREVELYAN : Garibaldi and the Thousand (Maps), 
ANTHONY TROLLOPE : ^Barchester Towers, Illustrated ; Frain- 

ley Parsonage, Introduction by Sir Arthur Quillcr-Coudi ; The 
Last Chronicle of Barset (2s.) ; The Warden. 

MARK TWAIN : Tom Sawyer. Illustrated. 

ALISON UTTLEY : The Country Cliild. 

HUGH WALPOLE : Fortitude. 

rZAAK WALTON and C. COTTON : ’^Thc Compicat Angler. 
IZAAK WALTON : Lives of Donne, Wotton, Hooker, Herbert, 
and Sanderson. 

ELIZABETH WETHERELL : The Wide, Wide World. 

STANLEY WEYMAN : The Red Cockade (April 1937). 

OSCAR WILDE: Plays. 

HARTLEY WITHERS : Money. 

MRS. HENRY WOOD : East Lynne ; Mrs. Haliburton’s Troubles ; 
Roland Yorke. 

WILLIAM WORDSWORTH : ^Poems. Introduction by Viscount 
Grey of FaUodon. 

JOHANN WYSS : The Swiss Family Robinson. Illustrated. 
CHARLOTTE YONGE : *A Book of Golden Deeds. 


* These volumes are issued also in the Winchester Classics, at 
25. 6d. net (double volumes, 35 . 6d. net), in blue rexinc binding, with j^ilt 
top, cellophane wrapper, and slip case. 



